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Cognitive abilities are some of the most powerful and venerable individual 
differences in I-O psychology. This dissertation presents comprehensive meta-analyses 
for two domains of research: patterns of inter-correlation between cognitive abilities, and 
relationships between cognitive abilities and job performance criteria. The final meta-
analytic database used to address these questions consists of 2,356 independent samples 
from 1,030 separate studies (total N = 2,978,554). All told, more than 8,000 individual 
meta-analyses were performed for this project. 
The first study in this dissertation meta-analyzes the literature on cognitive ability 
inter-correlations. To the author’s knowledge, this is the first study to attempt a meta-
analysis of this literature writ large. Results from this study provide support for a newly-
developed compendium that links ability factors to ability tests (Stanek & Ones, 2017). 
This compendium may alleviate problems in the literature associated with idiosyncratic 
classification of tests, thereby contributing to development of cumulative science. Results 
from this study also generally conform with predictions derived from the CHC model 
(e.g., fluid ability, crystallized ability, processing speed, etc.). Some notable exceptions 
occur for factors capturing long-term memory, math knowledge, and visual processing. 
Finally, results from this first study do not indicate meaningful change in how 
differentiated non-g abilities become across the lifespan.   
 The second purpose of this dissertation is to provide a comprehensive meta-
analytic update to the literature linking cognitive ability tests to job performance criteria. 
Within the scientific literature Schmidt et al.’s (2008) validity estimates are frequently 
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cited to justify the importance of g (e.g., Gonzalez-Mule et al., 2014; O’Boyle et al., 
2011; Bosco et al., 2015). Most studies contributing to Schmidt et al. (2008) were 
conducted as part of the GATB validation initiative, prior to the 1980s. Although 
subsequent meta-analytic studies have been conducted in this domain with other tests, 
these newer studies have been smaller in scope and the total number of samples 
contributing to meta-analytic estimates rarely falls above 20-50. This may explain why 
no other study has yet to seriously re-estimate the Schmidt et al. (2008) and Hunter 
(1986) results, establishing a more contemporary gold standard for effect size estimates. 
Likewise, meta-analytic studies linking cognitive abilities besides g to job performance 
criteria suffer from idiosyncratic assignment of tests to ability factors. As a result, 
construct validity is questionable. Meta-analyses also often confound task performance 
and overall performance when classifying criteria. By presenting a comprehensive meta-
analytic update to this literature, sorting cognitive tests using the Stanek-Ones (2017) 
compendium, and classifying criteria into factors contained in modern performance 
taxonomies with the help of an SME in this domain, these potential weaknesses of the 
current research literature are addressed.  
One major finding from this study is a moderate reduction in validity estimates 
for g (roughly 15%) when Schmidt et al. (2008) is updated to include studies outside the 
GATB database,  although validities remain at useful levels for personnel selection. 
Another important finding is that fluid ability and crystallized abilities do not evince 
different levels of validity, contrary to findings reported by Postlethwaite (2011). Finally, 
the GATB database upon which Schmidt et al. (2008) base their estimates appears to 
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confound task performance and overall job performance. When estimating validity 
separately for each performance factor, validities are larger for task performance. The 
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The Scientific Study of Human Cognitive Abilities 
“There are many valued human 
traits…besides g, but none seems to affect 
individuals’ life chances so systematically 
and so powerfully in modern life as does g. 
To the extent that one is concerned about 
inequality in life chances, one must be 
concerned about differences in g.” 
Linda S. Gottfredson (1997, pp. 120-121) 
In 1904, the French ministry of education established a commission to determine 
objective methods for diagnosing intellectual disability in school-aged children 
(Wasserman, 2012). In response to this governmental edict, two scientists—Alfred Binet 
and Theodore Simon—devised a series of tests to indicate where a child’s level of 
intellectual development stood relative to her peers. Children were asked to perform 
relatively simple cognitive operations such as naming common objects, counting to 13, 
and copying pictorial designs from memory. Based on normative data gathered from 
samples of intellectually able children, each item was assigned a difficulty score that 
corresponded to the age at which 75% of children achieved correct responses. A child’s 
“mental age” was then estimated to be equivalent to the highest difficulty of items that 
could be answered correctly. These tests proved successful at distinguishing between 
developmentally disabled and normal children (Carroll, 1993). This achievement, along 
 2 
with Spearman’s discovery of a general factor permeating performance on intellectual 
tasks (Spearman, 1904), heralded the dawn of modern intellectual testing. 
Standardized tests of intellectual abilities would quickly find their way across the 
Atlantic. A revised, English language version of the Binet-Simon test soon emerged from 
the psychological laboratories at Stanford University (Terman, 1916). At around this 
same time the United States military successfully employed a separate intelligence test to 
determine whether draftees would be able to manage the learning requirements of 
military training (Cattell, 1943; Wasserman, 2012). In 1926, the first version of the 
Scholastic Aptitude Test was released (Lawrence et al., 2003). Educators found the test 
useful for determining whether a student was likely to succeed in college (Jones, 1929). 
Such demonstrated successes, along with a belief that using cognitive tests to assess merit 
would serve as a great equalizer of individuals’ chances for higher education and jobs 
regardless of social class (Jencks, 1998), fueled the growth of intellectual testing in the 
United States and abroad. 
Today, cognitive ability tests are a familiar part of life in industrialized nations. 
Admissions to higher education may be based on tests such as the SAT (College Board, 
2014), GAMSAT (ACER, 2016), National Center Test for University Admissions (DNC, 
2016), or Gaokao (Chinese Ministry of Education, 2016). In the United States alone, over 
1,500,000 students sit for the SAT each year (College Board, 2014). Likewise, it is not 
uncommon for civilian organizations to include cognitive tests as part of selection 
systems used to hire new employees (Ryan et al., 1999). The role of cognitive tests in 
military recruitment and selection is arguably even larger (cf. Campbell, 1990; Wolfe et 
al., 1995). The ubiquity of intellectual testing, when taken alongside evidence supporting 
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cognitive tests’ usefulness for guiding decision-making in practical affairs, led the 
eminent psychologist Lee J. Cronbach (1970, p. 179) to conclude that “the general mental 
test stands today as the most important technical contribution psychology has made to the 
practical guidance of human affairs.” 
The goal of this dissertation is to address three separate disputes in the literature 
on cognitive abilities. First, the dominant taxonomy of human cognitive abilities (Carroll, 
1993) has recently been challenged by a competing taxonomy (Johnson & Bouchard, 
2005) that has garnered empirical support in the few studies where it has been applied. 
Next, debates regarding the utility of specific aptitudes (defined below) for prediction 
over-and-above general cognitive ability have been reignited by applied psychologists 
(Lang et al., 2010; Schneider & Newman, 2014; Schmidt, 2002). Last, scholars debate 
the role that basic cognitive abilities play in the development of expert-level performance 
(Ericsson, 2014; Hambrick et al., 2014). Each of these debates will be addressed, in turn, 
within this dissertation.  
To fully appreciate the substance of these debates, it is important that the reader 
be armed with an understanding of basic conceptual definitions and empirical findings 
within the cognitive abilities literature. Because courses teaching the science of human 
intelligence are rare (Detterman, 2014), I will not assume prior knowledge on the reader’s 
part. The substantial amount of misinformation regarding cognitive abilities that 
permeates social and scientific discourse (e.g., Hiss & Franks, 2014; Sternberg et al., 
2000) renders special importance to the task of briefly reviewing empirical findings from 
the abilities literature. This is provided below.        
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Defining Cognitive Abilities 
At this point a definition of what is meant by “cognitive abilities” is in order. A 
working definition of this construct is needed to ensure clarity in communication between 
the writer and readers, as well as to delineate the conceptual boundaries of the topics 
discussed in this dissertation. As such, discussing definitions should not be viewed as a 
solely academic endeavor (cf. Campbell, Gasser, & Oswald, 1996). 
This dissertation adopts Carroll’s (1993, p. 16) definition of abilities as 
“potentials for present performance on a defined class of tasks.” The class of tasks which 
constitutes the focus of the present investigation are those for which performance is 
primarily determined by the processing of mental information (ibid, p. 10). Cognitive 
tasks include those which require complex cognitive processes such as reasoning and 
learning, as well as simpler task that rely solely on reaction time or perceptual 
discrimination. Using these definitions, the term cognitive ability denotes the level of 
performance that individuals can presently achieve on cognitive tasks. Nothing more and 
nothing less. It is useful to contrast this definition with lay definitions of intelligence, 
which may include the idea that intelligence corresponds to innate (genetic) potential 
(Jencks, 1998). Scientists cannot directly measure innate potential. The present 
discussion should not be interpreted vis-à-vis notions of intelligence as an innate aptitude. 
Rather, we are speaking of developed cognitive abilities, which are a function of both 
talent and environmental factors (Kuncel & Hezlett, 2010). To minimize the potential for 
seepage of lay conceptions regarding intellect into the present discussion, the term 
“cognitive ability” is used in lieu of the term “intelligence” throughout the remainder of 
this dissertation.         
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Cognitive Abilities: One Thing or Many Things? 
We have defined cognitive abilities in relation to performance on cognitive tasks. 
However, the array of cognitive tasks that exist, or could exist, is vast. Tasks ranging 
from verbal comprehension, to mental rotation of pictures, to maintaining musical rhythm 
would all be included under this heading. Given the apparent differences between these 
tasks, is it appropriate to speak of cognitive ability as a single thing? The answer is both 
yes and no. 
Cognitive Abilities: One Thing 
A prominent finding within the cognitive abilities literature is that an individual 
who performs well on one cognitive task is also likely to perform well on other cognitive 
tasks.1 The first scientific report of this phenomenon was presented by Spearman (1904). 
Using a sample of 33 British high-school students, consistent positive correlations were 
observed between performance in the classics, French, English, mathematics, music, and 
pitch discrimination. Results are reproduced in Table 1. 
The diagonal elements of the matrix presented in Table 1 are test-retest 
correlations obtained when the same tests were administered to students in consecutive 
terms. Off-diagonal elements are correlations between distinct tests administered in 
consecutive terms. The Pearson product-moment correlations presented in this table may 
be interpreted in a number of ways (Rodgers & Nicewander, 1988), three of which will 
be most prominent in the current investigation. The first interpretation of the correlation 
uses these coefficients as an index of the strength of linear association between variables. 
That is, if the relationship between two variables is well-approximated by a straight line, 
                                                          
1 Exceptions to this rule will be discussed in some detail in Chapter 2 
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then the correlation coefficient indicates how well one variable can be used to predict 
another. Correlations can range in size from -1.0 to 1.0 (cf. Cauchy-Schwartz inequality 
for proof; Magnus & Neudecker, 2007). Variables correlated |1.0| are perfectly 
predictive of each other. Correlations of 0 indicate lack of relationship between variables. 
Most of the coefficients in Table 1 fall between .50 and 1.0, which are typically 
interpreted in the social sciences as indicating substantial association between variables 
(cf. Bosco et al., 2015; Cohen, 1988; Paterson et al., 2016). That is, strong associations 
were observed between performances across a diverse range of tasks. 
A second interpretation of the correlation coefficient results from the 
isomorphism between the formulae for computing correlation coefficients and 
standardized bivariate regression weights (Schmidt et al., 1979). From this perspective 
the correlation coefficient indicates the standard deviation (SD) increase in either variable 
that will be expected to accompany a 1 SD increase in the other. A third possible 
interpretation for the correlation is a corollary of the first and second interpretations. As 
correlations increase in size, the rank-order of individuals on each of the tasks being 
compared will tend to become more similar. Thus, we may also interpret Spearman’s 
(1904) findings as indicating similarity of rank order on each of the tasks. Individuals 
who tended to perform better on any single test also tended to perform better on the rest 
of the tests in the battery.    
Two weaknesses of Spearman’s (1904) study are important to consider. First, this 
study’s sample size was small by current standards in the social sciences (Schmidt, 
Hunter, & Urry, 1976; Shen et al., 2011). As a result it cannot be taken for granted that 
similar results would be observed if the study were repeated (Stanley & Spence, 2014). 
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Second, the bulk of cognitive tasks included in Spearman’s study involved knowledge of 
school subjects. It cannot be assumed that results would generalize to cognitive tasks that 
do not reflect school learning. 
In the century since Spearman (1904), psychologists have conducted many 
investigations that address each of this study’s shortcomings. The cumulative results of 
this research suggest that when a battery of diverse cognitive tests is administered, 
consistent positive correlations between tests is the norm (Deary, 2001). This finding 
indicates that it is appropriate to speak of a general ability to perform well at intellectual 
tasks. This is often denoted g, shorthand for general mental ability. We can use a family 
of statistical methods collectively termed factor analysis to model the influence of g on 
cognitive test scores (Gorsuch, 1983; Mulaik, 2009). A typical finding when applying 
these procedures is that 50% of the variability in cognitive test scores can be attributed to 
differences in g (Deary, 2012). In this sense, it is appropriate to think of a single general 
mental ability underlying performance on cognitive tasks.      
Cognitive Abilities: Many Things 
g is not the only cognitive ability discovered by psychologists. It is only the most 
general. Recall that only 50% of variability in cognitive test scores is accounted for by g. 
The remaining 50% of variance can be attributed to broad cognitive abilities, specific 
abilities, and measurement error. Each will be discussed in turn.  
A consistent finding in the abilities literature is that even though performances on 
all cognitive tasks tend to correlate positively, the correlation between certain clusters of 
tasks are especially high. An example provided by Vernon (1964, p. 5) may help the 
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reader to visualize this. Table 2 depicts a hypothetical raw correlation matrix between 
performances on cognitive tasks. 
Correlations between tests in this example are all positive (r = .48 on average). 
However, notice that the correlations between vocabulary, analogies, and classifications 
are much larger than other correlations found in the matrix (?̅? = .74). Correlations among 
block design, spatial, and formboard are also especially high (?̅? = .52). Especially high 
correlations among these subsets of tests suggests that factors above-and-beyond g are 
contributing to the correlations. We can test this hypothesis by using factor analysis to 
eliminate the portion of correlations between tests that can be attributed to g. When we do 
this, we obtain the reduced matrix reproduced in Table 3 (Vernon, 1964, p. 6). 
The matrix in Table 3 contains the anticipated correlations between tests if all 
participants were to have the same score on g. As expected based on previous discussion, 
a cluster of positive correlations between vocabulary-based tests remains even after 
controlling for g. The same is true for the tests requiring spatial reasoning. Based on these 
results, we may hypothesize that two broad cognitive abilities exist in addition to g—a 
verbal ability and a spatial ability. For the purposes of this dissertation, the terms “broad 
ability” or “group factor” will be used to reference correlations between groups of tests 
above-and-beyond the influence of g. Empirical evidence consistently supports the 
existence of broad abilities (e.g., Gustafsson, 1984; Horn & Cattell, 1966; Hunter, 1983). 
The inclusion of broad abilities in addition to g is a major feature of all modern cognitive 
ability taxonomies, as will be discussed further in Chapter 2 of this dissertation.  
Lastly, a common finding in the cognitive abilities literature is that tests do not 
correlate perfectly with each other. The part of a test that is not predictable from other 
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tests may consist of reliable variance that is unique to the test, as well as measurement 
error (Crocker & Algina, 1986). Reliable unique variance can be conceptualized as 
indicating test-specific cognitive abilities. Measurement error is the part of a test score 
that can be attributed to random events (e.g., guessing correctly). Errors of this type do 
not correlate across separate tests.  
To provide an illustrative example, let us return to Vernon’s (1964) hypothetical 
correlation matrix. We will focus on the vocabulary test with the understanding that the 
pattern of results that is illustrated generalizes across all tests in the matrix. Vernon’s 
(1964) factor analyses revealed that 11% of the variability in scores on this test could not 
be accounted for by g or the broad vocabulary ability. With real tests this residual 
variability might reflect, in part, unique aptitude or ability for performing well on 
vocabulary tests. By definition this aptitude would not generalize to any other type of 
cognitive task. Task-specific abilities will be referred to using the shorthand specific 
ability throughout the remainder of this text. Having provided a brief review of findings 
regarding the structure of cognitive abilities, I now turn towards the relationship between 
cognitive abilities and societally-valued outcomes.  
Relationships with Societally-Valued Outcomes 
Mainstream cultural discourse at times paints scholars as cloistered, performing 
research that has little relevance to society (e.g., Seldon, 2016). This position is perhaps 
most colorfully summarized by philosopher Nicholas Wolterstorff (1981): 
“Many are the scholars who make it their professional occupation to occupy 
themselves in this towering edifice of culture, exploring its nook and crannies, 
developing their responses, making their contributions here and there, and helping 
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to hand it on to succeeding generations. For some the temptation proves 
irresistible to go yet farther and make this the concern of their lives, letting 
society go its own sorry way while they lock themselves away in this abiding, 
socially transcendent cultural stronghold, acquiescing in society while pursuing 
Bildung. As Rotterdam burns, they study Sanskrit verb forms.” 
It is therefore pertinent to ask whether the scientific study of cognitive abilities is 
simply an interesting intellectual pastime. Is this research valuable to society? Empirical 
research relevant to this question will be summarized in this section. Because research 
regarding incremental validity of specific abilities is discussed in Chapter 3, the primary 
focus in this section will be the validity of total scores on cognitive ability tests or test 
batteries. Such scores will correlate highly with g under fairly general circumstances (cf. 
Humphreys, 1985), and have at times been viewed as de facto measures of this construct 
(Ree & Earles, 1991; Schmidt, 2002).  
Personnel Selection 
Industrial-Organizational psychologists have produced thousands of studies that 
examine the predictive power of cognitive abilities in work settings (Ones, Dilchert, & 
Viswesvaran, 2012). A major finding from this literature is that cognitive ability tests 
correlate highly with supervisor ratings of overall job performance. Predictive validities 
tend to range between .30 and .70 for this criterion (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Salgado et 
al., 2003a; Salgado et al., 2003b; Schmidt, Shaffer, & Oh, 2008). Validities are highest 
for jobs that involve complex information processing (ibid.). Cognitive ability tests 
possess validities that are among the highest found for predictors of job performance 
(Roth, Bobko, & McFarland, 2005; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Recalling that correlations 
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can be interpreted as bivariate standardized regression coefficients, it is possible to 
estimate the financial benefits that recruiting and hiring workers high on cognitive ability 
will have for an organization (cf. Schmidt et al., 1979; Schmidt & Hunter, 1983). These 
analyses often reveal substantial economic benefits to using cognitive ability tests for 
hiring (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).  
The financial analyses discussed above rest on the assumption that cognitive 
ability-performance relationships are well-approximated by linear models (i.e., if we plot 
cognitive ability against performance, a straight line will emerge). However, certain 
corners of popular culture assert that beyond a certain level, increases in ability are no 
longer helpful for performance. This has been termed the Threshold Hypothesis of 
ability-performance relationships (Park, Lubinski, & Benbow, 2010). It is useful to ask 
whether this hypothesis is accurate. The answer is no. Using a large sample consisting of 
174 studies and 36,614 employees, Coward and Sackett (1990) did not observe non-linear 
relationships any more frequently than would be expected by chance alone. To provide a 
less abstract example for the reader, results from a study by Arneson, Sackett, and Beatty 
(2010) are reproduced in Figure 1. 
The study conducted by Arneson and colleagues (2010) plotted ability-
performance relationships within four separate, large samples. Each sample contained 
thousands of individuals. Both occupational and academic criteria are included. There is 
no evidence that ability-performance relationships level off at higher ability levels. If 
anything, the opposite is true. Further evidence emerges when examining longitudinal 
research conducted on samples of precocious youths (Park, Lubinski, & Benbow, 2010). 
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Even among those in the top percentile of ability, higher levels of cognitive ability are 
associated with better outcomes.  
Finally, it would be remiss to ignore the multidimensionality of job performance 
(Campbell & Wiernik, 2015) when discussing ability-performance relations. Job 
performance can be well-conceptualized as consisting of eight distinct subtypes of 
performance: technical performance, communication, displaying effort, 
counterproductive behavior, leadership of subordinates, leadership of peers, management 
of subordinates, and management of peers. Cognitive ability tests have the strongest 
relationships with the technical performance facet (Campbell & Zook, 1996; Ones et al., 
2012).2    
Academic Admissions 
Cognitive ability tests feature prominently in admissions systems used to select 
undergraduate and graduate students. As with cognitive testing in employment settings, a 
large body of research has emerged examining these tests’ usefulness for predicting 
student success. In the higher education context, common criteria used for this purpose 
are GPA and whether the student successfully completes her degree.  
Beginning with college outcomes, large-sample studies typically find that 
correlations between cognitive tests (e.g., SAT, ACT) and first-year undergraduate GPA 
fall between the mid-.40s and mid-.50s (Higdem et al., 2015; Sackett et al., 2009; 
Westrick et al., 2012). These validities are somewhat lower than those obtained when 
                                                          
2 Although cognitive ability tests correlate most strongly with technical performance, these tests still 
correlate positively, if not as strongly, with all other facets of job performance as well (Campbell & Zook, 
1996; McHenry et al., 1990). The pervasive influence of cognitive ability may help to explain the positive 
manifold among job performance dimensions (cf. Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 2005).  
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using high school GPA as a predictor (ibid.). The latter tends to produce correlations in 
the mid-to-high .50s. This raises the question of whether cognitive test scores are useful 
for prediction beyond what is attainable using HSGPA. The answer is yes. The validity 
obtained when using cognitive tests and HSGPA in combination is larger than when 
either is used in isolation (e.g., ∆𝑅=.05 in Higdem et al., 2015). Cognitive test scores 
remain valuable for prediction, even when acknowledging the superior predictive validity 
of HSGPA.3  
Critics of cognitive testing have claimed that standardized admissions tests are 
only useful for predicting first-year GPA (Fairtest, 2007; Hiss, 2015). If this were true, 
then the continued use of these tests for admissions would be questionable. An argument 
could easily be made that selection should be based on expectations of how well students 
will perform across the entirety of their time in college, not simply during the first year. 
With this in mind we turn to studies that have validated cognitive tests against more distal 
criteria—final GPA and degree attainment. Beginning with final GPA, predictive 
validities are similar to those found when using first-year GPA as the criterion (ACT, 
2014; Berry & Sackett, 2009; Shaw, 2015). That is, standardized tests are reasonably 
good predictors of how well a student will perform academically overall during college. 
What’s more, students with higher test scores are also more likely to attain a bachelor’s 
degree (Adelman, 2006) and to graduate on-time (Mattern, Patterson, & Wyatt, 2013). 
                                                          
3 It should be noted that predictive validity is not the only relevant concern when constructing selection 
systems. HSGPA is based on teacher-assigned grades, which involve an element of subjectivity. This has 
resulted in concerns over grade inflation (Zhang & Sanchez, 2013), and the recognition that GPAs may not 
be directly comparable across high schools due to differences in the level of performance required to 
receive the same grade in different institutions (Kostal et al.,2016). Standardized test scores complement 
HSGPA by providing scores on a nationally-normed metric that is the same for all students taking the test. 
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When considered as a whole, this body of evidence indicates that cognitive tests are 
useful for predicting a wide range of college outcomes. Test validity is not limited to 
first-year academic performance. 
A second criticism of cognitive tests stems from the positive correlation between 
standardized admissions exams and socioeconomic status (e.g., r = .42, Sackett et al., 
2009). Based on this correlation some have labeled the SAT a “wealth test” (cf. Zwick, 
2002). The implication is that scores on this test do not reflect a student’s true capability 
for performing well in college or in life after graduation. A related assertion is that the 
college system is biased in ways that favor success for students from upper-class families 
(McClelland, 1973). In its strongest form, the second assertion would state that college 
grades are contaminated indicators of academic performance—students from higher 
social classes receive better grades than lower-SES students who perform equally well 
(cf. Sackett et al., 2012). This contamination could arise if biases influence judgment 
calls made during grading (Malouff, 2008). The crux of this form of argument is that 
social class causes the relationship between SAT scores and grades (Kuncel et al., 2014). 
The story goes that as a result SAT scores should not be considered meaningful indicators 
of merit, and their use in admissions decisions is ethically questionable at best. 
Despite these criticisms, research does not support the claim that the relationship 
between standardized tests and academic performance is an artifact of SES (Higdem et 
al., 2015; Sackett et al., 2012; Westrick et al., 2015). If this hypothesis were true, then 
correlations between standardized test and academic performance should disappear once 
students are matched on SES. This does not occur. Controlling for SES has at most a 
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minor impact on the size of test-performance correlations. An illustrative example 
adapted from Higdem et al. (2015) is presented in Table 4. 
In Table 4 the column on the far right contains estimates of correlations between 
SAT scores and first-year GPA after students are matched on SES. The second column 
from the right contains raw correlations. The reader may verify that there is little 
difference in the size of correlations between columns. That is, correlations between SAT 
scores and first-year GPA do not change much after students are matched on SES. This 
means that SES cannot explain correlations between SAT scores and first-year GPA. 
Criticisms of standardized tests based on correlations with SES are unfounded (Zwick, 
2002). 
Moving beyond college admissions, cognitive tests also feature prominently in 
admissions systems used by graduate schools (e.g., AAMC, 2016; ETS, 2016). Findings 
in this context are like those observed in college settings. For example, the GRE 
correlates in the mid-.30s with cumulative graduate GPA (Kuncel, Hezlett, & Ones, 
2001). Validities for the MCAT fall near the high .30s (Donnon, Paulucci, & Violato, 
2007). GMAT validities fall near .50 (Kuncel, Crede, & Thomas, 2007). Validities for the 
LSAT fall in the mid-.30s (Anthony, Dalessandro, & Reese, 2013). 
In graduate programs, GPA is often not the only—or most important—criterion 
for success. Kuncel and Hezlett (2007) provide a review of meta-analytic studies that 
have examined correlations between standardized test scores and many criteria besides 
GPA. Regardless of whether the criterion is performance on licensing exams, degree 
completion, faculty ratings, research productivity, or even citation counts, positive 
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correlations are found. Thus, cognitive tests can predict future performance within a 
range of graduate disciplines.  
Everyday Life: Health, and Delinquency 
Discussion to this point has focused on the predictive power of cognitive ability 
tests in education and work settings. The results summarized indicate that cognitive 
ability tests have substantial predictive utility within these settings. In this section, we 
will move beyond the domains of work and school to discuss correlations between 
cognitive abilities and successful functioning in everyday life.  
A useful perspective when considering the role of cognitive abilities in everyday 
life is to think of daily tasks as items on a cognitive test (Gottfredson, 1997). Some tasks 
require a great deal of knowledge, learning, or problem-solving (e.g., managing 
finances). Others do not. However, to the extent that performance on a task depends at all 
on successful processing of mental information, some degree of correlation with g can be 
expected (Gottfredson, 2002). Higher levels of g increase the probability of successfully 
performing a task. When aggregated across the lifespan, even small differences in these 
probabilities can add up to large differences in life outcomes (ibid.). A useful analogy can 
be made to gambling houses. As suggested by Gottfredson (2004), we may think of an 
individual task as a single hand of poker. Although the house may or may not win any 
given hand, small differences in odds can have a large impact on monetary outcomes 
over the long run. 
We next turn to relationships between cognitive ability and health outcomes. 
Intelligence measured in adolescence and early adulthood predicts all-cause mortality 
during later years (Batty, Deary, & Gottfredson, 2007). For example, a longitudinal 
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survey of roughly 50,000 Swedish army recruits revealed that a measure of general 
ability administered at enlistment (ages 18-20) related to all-cause mortality over the next 
30 years (Hemmingsson et al., 2006). After controlling for socioeconomic status, a 1 SD 
decrease in ability was associated with a 34% increase in the odds of mortality. Similar 
findings were observed when disaggregating mortality into that due to cardiovascular 
disease, and that attributable to injuries. A separate study using 2,309 Australian 
conscripts (O’Toole et al., 1988) found a 35% increase in 20-year mortality for men who 
scored below the median on the services’ cognitive ability battery. Possible reasons for 
the correlation between cognitive ability and mortality are that general ability serves as 
an indicator of overall bodily health and integrity, that individuals with higher ability 
acquire more health knowledge and enact healthier behaviors, and that higher ability is 
associated with safer social and occupational environments (Gottfredson & Deary, 2004; 
Whaley & Deary, 2001).  
Aside from health and longevity, cognitive ability is also linked with delinquency, 
criminal incarceration, and other forms of counterproductive behaviors. Children with 
higher levels of ability are less likely to be diagnosed with conduct disorder, or convicted 
for juvenile offences (Murray & Farrington, 2010). Adults with higher levels of ability 
are less likely to have criminal records (Frisell et al., 2012; Levine, 2011). In the 
workplace, there is a negative association between cognitive ability and 
counterproductive behaviors targeted at the employing organization (e.g., r = -.20 in 
Gonzalez-Mule et al., 2014). One possible explanation for these relationships is that 
individuals higher in cognitive ability are simply less likely to be caught doing bad 
things. However, some studies have found that negative relationships persist even when 
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self-report scales are used (e.g., Moffitt & Silva, 1988). Alternative explanations for 
ability-counterproductively relations are that lower levels of ability are associated with 
poorer behavioral inhibition (Ones et al., 2012), lower levels of cognitive moral 
development (ibid.), or that social and economic outcomes associated with lower levels 
of ability in turn lead to deviant behavior (Levine, 2012).  
Summary 
Cognitive ability is associated with successful functioning in work, school, and 
everyday life. The scientific study of this topic has resulted in important advances in our 
ability to predict outcomes relevant to both individuals and society. In situations where 
limited resources must be allocated across applicants to jobs or colleges, cognitive tests 
provide a valuable window into likely future performance. In everyday life, cognitive 
ability-outcome relations can be used to design interventions targeted at those most likely 
to need help. As such, it is fair to conclude that the science of cognitive abilities has 
much to offer to society. Research on this topic is not just an academic pastime.  
Conclusions and Objectives of Dissertation 
At this point the reader has been exposed to key findings regarding the structure and 
validity of cognitive abilities. In the following chapters, we will dive into deeper 
discussions of each. The objectives of this dissertation are two-fold: 
1. Provide a synthesis of what the cumulative literature has to say regarding the 
appropriate taxonomy to use when describing human cognitive abilities. The 
empirical validity of a newly developed key for categorizing individual cognitive 
tests into the Cattell-Horn-Carroll taxonomy’s factors (Stanek & Ones, 2017) will 
be validated. A comprehensive quantitative synthesis of the cumulative literature 
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will follow, as well as investigation of whether abilities become less related 
across the lifespan. 
2. Provide a synthesis of what the cumulative literature has to say regarding the 
validity of cognitive abilities for predicting job performance. This synthesis will 
provide updated estimates of g’s validity for predicting performance. The 
synthesis will be the first to estimate the relationship between non-g abilities and 
job performance when tests are categorized into non-g abilities using a key 
developed by experts in cognitive ability testing. A focus of this study will be 

















A Comprehensive Meta-Analysis of Cognitive-Ability Inter-Correlations (Study 1) 
“Since the beginning of our existence, 
humans have searched for order in their 
world. Today classification is thought of 
as essential to all scientific work. The 
reliable and valid classification of entities, 
and research regarding these entities and 
newly proposed entities, requires a ‘guide’ 
or taxonomy.” 
Kevin S. McGrew (2005, p. 136) 
This chapter presents results from a series of meta-analyses of cognitive ability 
inter-correlations. The goals of these meta-analyses were to (1) determine whether 
empirical evidence supports the construct validity of a new compendium’s (Stanek & 
Ones, 2017) classification of cognitive tests into cognitive ability factors; (2) compare the 
CHC taxonomy and VPR taxonomy against meta-analytically derived factor models of 
cognitive ability inter-correlations; (3) determine the impact of age on cognitive ability 
inter-correlations; (4) provide guidance to researchers on which narrow (“third-stratum”) 
abilities are the best indicators of broader (“second-stratum”) abilities; (5) determine 
whether fluid or crystallized abilities show higher meta-analytic correlations with g. The 
last two goals will be addressed in the process of comparing the CHC and VPR 
taxonomies to an empirically-derived meta-analytic estimate of the factor structure of 
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cognitive abilities. As such, they will not be addressed separately in the introduction to 
this chapter. 
Introduction 
Science attempts to identify laws that govern events as they occur in the world 
(Einstein, 1934; Lakatos, 1976). The methodology of science relies heavily on 
observation and collection of data (Meehl, 1976; Popper, 1934). However, ambiguity 
often exists when trying to classify observations in a way that is useful for scientific 
theorizing. Taxonomies can help to eliminate this ambiguity. A good taxonomy 
establishes for the researcher important dimensions of similarity between objects.4 It 
enables objects to be grouped into meaningful classes. Objects grouped into a single class 
may then be studied as a group (John Naumann, & Soto, 2008). The result is 
parsimonious examination of a limited number of classes, rather than treating every 
object individually (Buss, 1989; John, 1989). Because they provide a standardized 
classification and naming system, taxonomies also facilitate communication and 
knowledge sharing across researchers (ibid.). This contributes to the goal of developing 
cumulative scientific knowledge (cf. Le et al., 2010). 
An example from the recent history of personality research illustrates the 
importance of taxonomies. Prior to the 1980s, no widely agreed upon taxonomy existed 
for describing personality traits (Buss, 1989; John, Angleitner, & Ostendorf, 1988). 
Instead a wide number of competing taxonomies existed, and there was no clear way to 
organize the hundreds of personality traits that had been proposed in the psychological 
                                                          
4 The term objects is used as shorthand for objects of study. An object of study is single object, event, 
behavior, situation, etc. that could be included in a scientific study. The term as used is not meant to be 
limited to physical objects of the type investigated in physics or other natural sciences.  
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literature (McCrae & John, 1992). Needless resources were spent researching the same 
concepts using different names (ibid.). Scientific progress was marred by using the same 
name for different concepts. The lack of a conceptually unifying taxonomy made it 
difficult to determine what general conclusions could be drawn from the myriad different 
personality traits being studied (John et al., 2008). Personality science was not in a good 
place. 
This state of affairs changed following the widespread adoption of the Big Five 
trait taxonomy. The Big Five gained support due to the perception that it was empirically 
based and replicable, unlike previously proposed trait taxonomies (Goldberg, 1993). The 
emergence of this taxonomy enabled researchers to better understand the cumulative 
knowledge that existed regarding personality traits (Barrick & Mount, 1991). A practical 
outcome for applied psychologists was the realization that, when the literature was re-
examined through the lens of the Big Five taxonomy, personality traits showed consistent 
relationships with workplace outcomes (ibid.). Before the Big Five the dominant 
viewpoint was that personality scales were not good predictors of workplace outcomes. 
The Big Five taxonomy currently provides a unifying conceptual framework for 
researchers to use in the design of new studies, and interpretation of findings (e.g., 
Wilmot, Kostal, Kosinski, & Stillwell, 2015). As noted by John and colleagues (2008, p. 
148): 
“Viewed from a historical vantage point, the emergence of the Big Five structure, 
and the fact that multiple groups of researchers worked on it jointly, brought 
about a major change in the field of personality that is akin to a paradigm shift. 
Personality traits research has moved from a stage of early individualistic 
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pioneers to a more mature stage of scientific inquiry. Researchers interested in 
studying the effects of personality traits on important theoretical or applied 
phenomena…now use a commonly understood framework to conceptualize their 
research and choose from several well-validated instruments to operationalize 
these personality domains…This is indeed a paradigm shift in a field dominated, 
until recently, by seemingly incompatible systems that caused fragmentation and 
competition, rather than fostering commonalities and convergences” 
Although only one example, the history of personality research indicates the important 
role that taxonomies have in science. 
This chapter focuses on taxonomies that have been proposed within the cognitive 
abilities literature. The Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC) synthesis provided by McGrew 
(1997) currently dominates this field (Ones, Dilchert, & Viswesvaran, 2012). However, a 
competing taxonomy proposed by Johnson and Bouchard (2005) has performed well 
when pitted against the CHC model in a series of empirical studies over the past decade. 
One goal of this chapter is to determine what the cumulative literature has to say 
regarding the appropriate taxonomy to use when describing human cognitive abilities. 
Meta-analytic methods (Schmidt & Hunter, 2014) will be used to quantify the state of 
current knowledge on this topic. The output of meta-analyses provides the best estimates 
of the direction and strength of relations between scientific constructs. Because no 
previous meta-analysis of this literature exists, my hope is that this study will both 




Value of Compendia for Operationalizing Cognitive Ability Factors 
 Compendia provide a key that can be used to link test scores to cognitive factors 
identified by taxonomies. Absent compendia that provide guidance on how to 
operationalize factors, idiosyncratic classification of tests is possible. For example, in at 
least some fields of study researchers are not consistent in how they classify tests into the 
factors contained in cognitive ability taxonomies (Stanek & Ones, 2017). As a result, the 
interpretation of research in these fields is obscured due to concerns about construct 
validity. Or, to put the problem otherwise—if two researchers classify the same test in 
different ways, at least one of them must be wrong. Without guidance on the acceptable 
classification of tests, determining which researcher’s findings better reflect the intended 
construct(s) and what implication any misclassification of tests has on interpretation of 
the research literature is not possible. One goal of the present study is to provide a 
comprehensive meta-analytic validation of a recently developed compendium that can be 
used to classify cognitive tests into the factors contained in cognitive ability taxonomies. 
More broadly, by validating this compendium the goal is to facilitate development of 
cumulative knowledge in this important domain of research. 
   There are at least two possible ways to validate a compendium. First, if the 
compendium is accurate then high correlation between tests assigned to the same factor 
should be observed (“within-factor” convergence). In addition, if the compendium is 
accurate then factors operationalized using the compendium should evince expected 
patterns of convergent and divergent validity (“across-factor” convergent and divergent 
validity). Both will be examined in the present study. 
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  Before proceeding it is worthwhile to reinforce the importance of compendia to 
cumulative science. In one sense the validation of compendia for this project can be 
viewed as a necessary first step towards the broader goal of examining the factor 
structure of cognitive abilities. Viewed another way, however, validating compendia is a 
worthwhile goal in-and-of itself due to the value that they can provide by limiting 
idiosyncratic operationalizations of constructs and thereby contributing to cumulative 
knowledge in science.5 
Developing Taxonomies: Statistical Methods 
A useful taxonomy identifies meaningful classes of objects within a domain of 
study. There are at least two ways to approach the problem of developing taxonomies for 
cognitive abilities. The first is to gather experts together, and then have them provide 
subjective estimates of the degree of similarity that is present in the abilities required to 
perform well on different cognitive tasks. Cognitive tasks that are rated as being the most 
similar are grouped together to form a taxonomy. While this approach may be intuitively 
appealing, the downside is that experts may rely primarily on superficial features of tasks 
when making their judgments (e.g., group together all tasks that require examinees to 
work with pictures, rather than words). Grouping tasks in this way may result in missing 
important distinctions between superficially similar tasks. For example, subject matter 
experts may miss distinctions between perceptual speed and spatial rotation, or verbal 
analogies problems and verbally-based short-term memory tasks. Likewise, it is possible 
                                                          
5 This is not to say that the author supports strict operationalism. He does not. However, the author does 
believe that there is value in having a shared set of norms in how test scores are to be interpreted vis-à-
vis psychological constructs (“factors”). That is, “operationalize” is used in a loose sense to refer to a test 
score being used to indicate an underlying factor. This is different from the form of operationalization that 
would equate a test score with the underlying factor it is intended to measure.  
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that experts could group together tasks that, while superficially similar, are not highly 
correlated and do not share similar patterns of relationships with other variables. These 
types of concerns have led scholars to caution against relying on subjective ratings of 
similarity when developing taxonomies (e.g., Cattell, 1987, pp.  61-62).  
Latent variable models can also be used to develop taxonomies. These methods 
apply statistics to empirical data to arrive at taxonomic structures and can be viewed as a 
more objective alternative to expert ratings. More specifically, these methods use 
statistical algorithms to identify hypothetical variables that could account for the patterns 
of correlations between scores on cognitive tests. Historically, efforts to develop 
taxonomies within psychology have relied heavily on latent variable models, as embodied 
within the statistical methods known as factor analysis and principal components. The 
rationale behind the use of these methods will be discussed in this section.    
Imagine that you had administered a battery of one hundred cognitive tests to a 
group of adults. You would like to use the scores on these tests to inform practical 
decisions such as employee selection or career guidance. Or maybe you are an 
enterprising scientist who would like to develop a theory of the determinants of cognitive 
test scores (e.g., Cattell, 1987). In either case, sifting through the scores from such a large 
number of tests would be cumbersome at best. Human beings possess limited information 
processing capabilities (Baddeley, 2012; Cowan, 2010; Pashler, 1998), which are liable 
to be overwhelmed in this scenario. For practical purposes it would be valuable if the 
scores from these tests could be distilled into a reduced set of variables, with minimal 
loss of information. Factor analysis and principal components offer two alternative 
solutions to this problem.  
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The mathematical models underlying factor analysis and principal components 
are highly similar. In each case, we imagine that our observed variables can be 
decomposed into the weighted sum of a smaller number of latent, or unobserved, 
variables.6 These unobserved variables will be used in lieu of the observed variables for 
our practical or scientific purposes. Mathematically we may write the general model as 
follows: 
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In this series of equations 𝑋1 through 𝑋𝑝 are scores on the observed variables. 𝜉1 
through 𝜉𝑝 are the scores on the unobserved (latent) variables. The number of latent 
variables r is set to be smaller than the number of observed variables p. Finally, the 𝜆𝑝𝑗s 
tell us how much weight should be assigned to each unobserved variable when summing 
them. The distinction between factor analysis and principal components analysis is that in 
                                                          
6 From a technical standpoint neither model requires that the number of latent variables be smaller than 
the number of observed variables. However, each model is usually applied with the intent of producing a 
solution that contains a smaller number of principal components or common factors than there are 
observed variables.  
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factor analysis we assume that one of the latent variables in each equation for observed 
variables is unique to that equation and does not reappear in any of the other equations. 
The unique latent variables for each equation are often denoted 𝜀 and their weights 𝜓 to 
distinguish them from latent variables that are common to all equations. No unique latent 
variables are included in the model for principal components analysis. 
Principal Components. It may be useful to demonstrate how the above equations 
would play out in a real-world situation. Let’s return to our original example where the 
reader has administered one hundred cognitive ability tests to an adult sample. Perhaps 
after a night spent watching The Fifth Element, we have decided that five factors are as 
good as any. In practice statistical methods are available to help us choose an appropriate 
number of factors (cf. Mulaik, 2009). In a feat of originality, and keeping with our 
movie-inspired theme, we name these factors 𝐸1 through 𝐸5. We will not include unique 
factors for each observed variable. That is, we are fitting a principal components model to 
our data. Our concrete example could then be written as: 
𝑋1 =  𝜆11𝐸1 + 𝜆12𝐸2 + 𝜆13𝐸3 + 𝜆14𝐸4 + 𝜆15𝐸5 
𝑋2 =   𝜆21𝐸1 + 𝜆22𝐸2 + 𝜆23𝐸3 + 𝜆24𝐸4 + 𝜆25𝐸5 
             . 
             . 
          . 
                                𝑋100
=  𝜆(100)1𝐸1 + 𝜆(100)2𝐸2 + 𝜆(100)3𝐸3 + 𝜆(100)4𝐸4 + 𝜆(100)5𝐸5 
 
The important point is that through this model we can reduce one-hundred 
variables (𝑋1 through 𝑋100) to a more parsimonious set of five (𝐸1 through 𝐸5). The same 
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five factors occur in each equation for the observed variables. Now the reader may 
wonder how in fact we are supposed to obtain numbers that correspond to our 𝜆s and 𝐸s. 
Solutions for factor loadings (𝜆) can be obtained through a combination of linear algebra, 
matrix calculus, and the algebra of variances for composite variables (Bollen, 1989; 
Gorsuch, 1983; Mulaik, 2009; Schonemann, 1965). How we obtain solutions for factor 
scores (𝐸) will depend on our model. We will address this question for principal 
components and factor analysis in turn. 
In the full principal components model scores on observed variables are 
completely determined by the weighted sum of scores on an equal number of latent 
variables. There is a 1:1 ratio of observed to latent variables.7 A statistical method called 
an eigenvector-eigenvalue decomposition is used to obtain factor loadings (Gorsuch, 
1983; Mulaik, 2009). After loadings are obtained exact solutions for latent variable scores 
are possible (e.g., by using regression; Mulaik, 2009 p. 371). One consequence of using 
an eigenvector-eigenvalue decomposition to obtain factor loadings is that a good 
approximation to scores on the observed variables can often be obtained without needing 
to use all component variables. That is, we choose some subset r of component variables 
that balances our desire to accurately reproduce the observed variables with the 
competing need to obtain a parsimonious solution. To return to our example the full 
components solution would contain 100 latent variables. We might find that the reduced 
set of 5 latent variables (𝐸1 through 𝐸5) is able to reproduce scores on the observed 
variables with 95% accuracy, however, and prefer this solution based on parsimony. 
                                                          
7 How we get to the five variable solution discussed above will be described shortly.  
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Factor analysis differs from principal components by including a latent variable 
that is unique to each observed variable. This introduces an important conceptual 
distinction in the interpretation of latent variables in factor analysis and principal 
components. To explain, a truism within psychological measurement is that all test scores 
contain some degree of error (Schmidt & Hunter, 1996). In addition, there is often reason 
to suspect that part of the reliable variance for a test is unique to the test itself (e.g., a 
multiple R sufficiently below unity when predicting the test from other variables after 
correcting for unreliability). This means that causal agents unique to a test contribute to 
test scores. With this in mind, what is to be made of the latent variables in principal 
components analysis? Components analysis does not include latent variables that 
uniquely influence single observed variables. All latent variables in components analysis 
are presumed—at least initially—to potentially have an influence on every observed 
variable included in a study. If we take seriously the idea that a causal model for 
observed variables must include uniqueness terms (e.g., random error), then we cannot at 
the same time interpret the components model as a feasible causal model. As such, latent 
variables in components analysis should not be interpreted as corresponding to possible 
causes of observed variables.  
A second line of argument leads to the same conclusions. In principal components 
analysis exact solutions for scores on the latent variable are possible. This means that in 
this method latent variables are mathematically defined as weighted combinations of 
observed variables. If this is true (and it is), then adding or subtracting tests from a test 
battery will alter the nature of the latent variables obtained by this method (Mulaik, 
1990). However, it would be silly to assert that adding a new variable to an existing test 
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battery would in any way alter the causal antecedents that account for scores on the 
existing battery. If principal components scores are interpreted as causal variables, we are 
doing just that. It is better to interpret latent variables in principal components as 
weighted sums of observed scores. The weights are chosen so that the latent variables 
have desirable properties that attend the use of the eigenvector-eigenvalue decomposition 
(i.e., the ability to account for the most variance in the observed variables using the 
fewest number of latent variables). A diagram to visually illustrate the preferred 
definition of latent variables in principal components is presented in Figure 3.  
In Figure 3 the circles correspond to latent variables, and the squares to observed 
variables. The latent variable is caused by the observed variables, because it is only 
interpreted as a weighted sum of these variables. The weights are the γ terms. γ is used 
rather than λ because observed variables are being combined to form the latent variable, 
rather than vice-versa.  
For taxonomy building the primary benefit of principal components analysis is 
that it can be used to create a small set of factors that represents observed data as 
parsimoniously as possible. The major weakness of this method is that factors must be 
interpreted as no more than weighted sums of observed variables. Conceptually this 
means that these factors are in a sense specific to the dataset used to create them. 
Common factor analysis addresses this weakness. 
Common Factor Analysis. Factor analysis contains two types of latent variables: 
common factors that influence all observed variables, and unique factors that influences 
only a single observed variable. An illustration will be useful. Returning to our five-
factor model for cognitive test scores, we will now add a unique factor for each observed 
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variable. Although this technically results in a 105 factor model (5 common factors + 100 
unique factors), the common factors are our focus. As such we will continue to describe 
this model as a five-factor model, with the understanding that the term takes on a 
different meaning in this context. The new model is as follows: 
  
 𝑋1 =  𝜆11𝐸1 + 𝜆12𝐸2 + 𝜆13𝐸3 + 𝜆14𝐸4 + 𝜆15𝐸5 +  𝜓1𝜀1 
              𝑋2 =   𝜆21𝐸1 + 𝜆22𝐸2 + 𝜆23𝐸3 + 𝜆24𝐸4 + 𝜆25𝐸5 + 𝜓2𝜀2 
    . 
    . 
  . 
             𝑋100 =  𝜆(100)1𝐸1 + 𝜆(100)2𝐸2 + 𝜆(100)3𝐸3 + 𝜆(100)4𝐸4 + 𝜆(100)5𝐸5
+  𝜓(100)𝜀100 
 
Where 𝜓 are the weights assigned to the unique factors, and 𝜀 are unique factor 
scores. Including unique factors eliminates the problems that accompany trying to 
interpret latent variables from principal components in a causal sense. Because each 
variable is the product of both common and unique factors, the model corresponds to a 
psychologically plausible model of causal antecedents to test scores. Common factor 
scores are not completely determined by observed scores (Mulaik, 2009; Mulaik, 1990), 
due to the presence of unique factors in the model. A consequence is that factors obtained 
by this method are not limited to being interpreted as weighted sums of observed 
variables, which occurs in the principal components model. Factors in the common factor 
model may be interpreted as possible causes of scores on the observed variables. 
As with the principal components model, we can use a combination of linear 
algebra, matrix algebra, and the algebra of composites to obtain estimates of factor 
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loadings 𝜆. Unlike principal components models there is no exact solution for the 
common factor scores 𝐸. We can create “best guess” estimates using regression, but the 
correlation between the regression-based composite and scores on the common factor 
will always be less than 1.0 (Mulaik, 2009). A common method for estimating common 
factor scores is to identify variables on which the factor loads highly, and then combine 
these variables using unit weights.  
The rationale behind determining the appropriate number of common factors in 
factor analysis differs somewhat from that used in principal components. The goal in 
common factor analysis is to determine the minimum number of common factors 
required to reproduce the portions of observed variables that are shared across variables 
(Mulaik, 2009). The latter are captured by a correlation matrix with communalities on the 
diagonal. Using a theorem owing to Louis Guttman, it can be proved that the minimum 
number of factors to extract is equal to the number of positive eigenvalues in the reduced 
(with communalities on diagonal) correlation matrix (ibid.).8 This procedure may result 
in more common factors than is desired by the user. Where this occurs, it may be 
appropriate to then use a procedure analogous to that used for components analysis and 
focus on a smaller number of factors that account for a suitable proportion of shared 
variance in the set of variables under study. Using our running example, assume that 
Guttman’s procedure tells us to extract 40 common factors. This is the minimum number 
of factors to extract to reproduce the reduced correlation matrix, per Guttman’s proof. 
However, we may be willing to incur reduction in the accuracy of our reproduced matrix 
                                                          
8 See Mulaik (2009) for a discussion of the merits of Guttman’s procedure relative to more commonly 
used methods such as the scree plot, parallel analysis, and eigenvalues-greater-than-1.  
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in exchange for parsimony. If our preferred 5-factor solution can account for a reasonable 
proportion of the common variance accounted for by the 40-factor solution (e.g., 80%), 
we may be willing to exchange accuracy for parsimony.  
As discussed above, latent variables in factor analysis can be interpreted as 
possible causes of the observed variables. In visual form the model would have causal 
arrows emanating from the latent variables to the observed variables, as shown in Figure 
4. 
At this point it should be emphasized that fitting a common factor model to data 
does not mean that the resulting factors are the causes of observed variables. A well-
fitting common factor model should be interpreted as indicating one set of possible 
causes for observed variables. There could be alternative causal models that fit just as 
well (cf. Bollen, 1989; Tomarken & Waller, 2005). These alternative models may contain 
sets of factors that are very different from those obtained via factor analysis. A common 
factor also need not correspond to any single physical thing in the human body. Factors 
should not be reified. As one example, if two distinct physiological causes correlate 
highly enough then it would be possible for them to emerge as a single factor in factor 
analysis (Tryon, 1935; van der Moss et al., 2006). Although space constraints preclude its 
discussion, Godfrey Thomson’s bonds model also urges caution in the interpretation of 
factors as singular entities (Bartholomew et al., 2009; Thomson, 1916).   
With these caveats in mind, for taxonomic purposes factor analysis does provide a 
useful foundation. The results from a factor analysis indicate plausible causal variables 
that account for correlations among observed variables. The number of common factors 
may be lower than the number of observed variables, so that if common factors were used 
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to classify observed variables parsimony could be achieved. From a theoretical standpoint 
the plausibility of a causal interpretation for factors has desirable properties. Good 
taxonomies group objects based on meaningful similarities. A shared common cause or 
set of causes is a meaningful way in which objects can be similar. Accordingly, factor 
analysis is used in lieu of principal components analysis in the current study. 
Historical Foundations of Modern Ability Taxonomies 
A brief review of the early history of ability taxonomies is presented in this 
section. In many ways ability taxonomies have built on each other, so that knowing the 
history of developments in this field will be helpful for understanding why modern 
taxonomies share certain features. The discovery of a general factor and the development 
of multiple factor analysis paved the way for the hierarchical models that characterize 
modern taxonomies. This section expands on the discussion of ability inter-correlations 
that was provided in Chapter 1 (pp. 4-9).   
Spearman and the General Factor. The earliest ability taxonomy was proposed 
by Spearman (1904). The reader may recall that results from this study were used to 
illustrate the concept of positive manifold in Chapter 1. Spearman’s goal in this study 
was to investigate whether the existence of single general mental ability that spanned 
school subjects and experimental tasks was plausible. To help test this hypothesis he 
derived a correction for attenuation of correlations due to unreliability (pp. 253-255).9 
                                                          
9 The idea behind this correction is that observed scores contain error. Errors will not correlate with each 
other. A consequence is that correlations between observed scores on a test battery will underestimate 
what the correlation would have been with perfect measurement. A correction can be applied to estimate 






This correction was in many ways an early precursor to the modern correction for 
unreliability using the generalized coefficient of equivalence and stability (Le, Schmidt, 
& Putka, 2007). Three principal findings emerged from Spearman’s (1904) study. First, a 
positive manifold among scores on cognitive tasks (school work and perceptual tasks) 
was observed. This data was presented in the last chapter. Second, the estimated 
correlation between a general school achievement factor and a general perceptual 
discrimination factor was 1.0. This result supports the hypothesis that a general cognitive 
ability exists. Third, performance on test batteries measuring a single type of cognitive 
ability (e.g., English performance) were highly correlated with the general factor of 
ability. Based on these results Spearman proposed a two-factor model of ability. Later, 
tests of this model were conducted using an early form of confirmatory factor analysis 
called the law of tetrad differences (Mulaik, 2009; Spearman & Holzinger, 1925). Results 
from data analyzed in Spearman (1927) were favorable to his model. 
Spearman’s two-factor model proposes that two different types of cognitive 
abilities exist: general ability and specific abilities. General ability (g) was considered a 
fundamental intellectual function that influences performance on all cognitive tasks. On a 
biopsychological level Spearman hypothesized that the g corresponded to a person’s level 
of mental energy (Vernon, 1962). The concept of mental energy does not have a clear 
analog in modern neuroscience. Spearman also provided an explanation for g in terms of 
                                                          
Where Greek letters denote true-score values. 𝑟𝑥𝑥  and 𝑟𝑦𝑦  are reliability coefficients. Schmidt & Hunter 
(1996) present an excellent overview of the usefulness of this correction. Derivation of the correction 
formula are available in psychometric texts (e.g., Crocker & Algina, 1986; Ghiselli, Campbell, & Zedeck, 
1983).  
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cognitive processes. This explanation stated that g corresponded to an individual’s ability 
to draw inferences and recognize patterns (Drasgow, 2004).  
In addition to g, Spearman proposed the existence of specific abilities unique to 
each cognitive task. In this sense the “two” in the name two-factor model refers to the 
two types of factors included in this model. If battery of p tests is administered, the two-
factor model states that there will be 1+p factors in total. A visual representation of 
Spearman’s model is presented in Figure 5. 
In Figure 5, g is the general ability, whereas S1 through S9 are specific abilities. 
X1 through X9 are true scores on cognitive test batteries. To fit this model factor-
analytically, corrections for unreliability would need to be made prior to analyses. 
Otherwise the specific factors that emerge from the factor analysis will be an amalgam of 
specific abilities and measurement error. 
Thurstone, Group Factors, and Hierarchical Models. A major competitor to 
the Spearman’s two factor model emerged during the 1930s. The new Primary Mental 
Abilities model did not include a general factor (Thurstone, 1938). In its place were eight 
broad, “primary” factors. To explain why this model emerged as a powerful competitor to 
Spearman’s two-factor theory we must return to the idea of tetrad differences. Without 
going too far into technical details, the tetrad differences method served as a check on the 
feasibility that a single general factor could account for correlations in a test battery. If 
the criterion was met, then a single-factor solution was tenable. Spearman produced 
evidence showing that the tetrad differences criterion was met in at least some test 
batteries (Spearman, 1927). However, other researchers were not always able to replicate 
these results. One finding was that tests with similar content (e.g., synonyms and 
 38 
antonyms; solving disarranged sentences) would still correlate with each other even after 
the effects of g were accounted for. That is, a single factor was not sufficient in these 
investigations. Spearman argued that these cases were rare and caused by including tests 
with too similar of content. This explanation did not satisfy all psychologists (e.g., 
Thorndike, 1921). Some thought that it amounted to throwing out data to fit one’s 
preferred theory (cf. Vernon, 1962).  
Within this context, it is understandable why the Primary Mental Abilities (PMA) 
model gained traction. Thurstone (1938) had developed a new statistical method called 
multiple factor analysis. Unlike Spearman’s confirmatory approach, multiple factor 
analysis was an exploratory procedure that could produce a factor solution that best fit the 
data in hand (Vernon, 1962). Thus, selection of variables to fit a theory was not of 
concern. The procedure seemed able to let the data tell its own tale. 
When applied to cognitive test scores Thurstone’s (1938) method produced the 
eight factors mentioned previously. Of importance, there was no general factor in this 
model. Yet the general factor was central to Spearman’s theory of abilities. Perhaps 
unsurprisingly a dispute arose between these scientists (e.g., Spearman, 1939; Thurstone, 
1940). A resolution emerged only after certain shortcomings of Thurstone’s method were 
identified. 
The problem with Thurstone’s factor analytic method was that the factors it 
produced were constrained to be uncorrelated. In statistical lingo it produced only 
orthogonal factor solutions. This made it difficult to discover general factors even if they 
did exist (Cattell, 1943; Carroll, 1993). As an example, imagine that a set of p tests 
conforms perfectly to Spearman’s model. Now add to the test battery two parallel forms 
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of each test currently included in battery (see Figure 6).10 If test reliability is not perfect 
the parallel forms will correlate highly, but not unity. Applying an orthogonal factor 
solution with rotation to simple structure in this situation is likely to result in p 
orthogonal factors being produced—one for each triplet of parallel tests. There may not 
be any obvious evidence of a general factor if examination is limited to factor loadings 
and factor correlations.11 This is problematic because we know that a general factor is 
present in this example.  
Development of factor analytic methods that included the potential for correlated 
factors (e.g., Thurstone, 1947) addressed the shortcomings of orthogonal factor solutions. 
When these newer methods were applied to cognitive test data, a typical finding was that 
correlations between primary factors exhibited positive manifold (cf. Carroll, 1993). The 
use of orthogonal factor methods had hidden these correlations in previous investigations. 
Factor analyses of correlations between primary factors typically revealed a higher-order 
general factor (ibid.). This higher-order factor corresponds to Spearman’s g.  
In the end, Spearman and Thurstone were both correct in a sense. Spearman was 
right in his identification of a general factor for cognitive test scores. Thurstone correctly 
recognized the existence of group factors in addition to the general factor. In recognition 
of these findings modern taxonomies are typically hierarchically arranged (cf. Vernon, 
1962). General ability is placed at the top. Below the general factor are broad factors 
common to subgroups of tests. Narrower, specific factors are found at the bottom of the 
                                                          
10 Two parallel forms of each test are included to ensure that the factors are identified (cf. Mulaik, 2009).  
11 In this situation evidence for a general factor might still be found in a large first eigenvalue for the 
reduced correlation matrix, as well as a large number of cross-loadings onto the orthogonal factors (cf. 
Vernon, 1962).  
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hierarchy. Figure 7 presents an example of this type of taxonomy. The hierarchy can be 
interpreted in a manner similar to biological classification systems. Factors higher in the 
hierarchy indicate that general similarities exist between all abilities subsumed beneath 
them. At lower levels, more specific factors indicate clusters of abilities that share unique 
features among them. The one nuance is that in the factor analytic framework similarities 
are presumed to be the product of shared causal antecedents. Abilities that are more 
similar (i.e., grouped under factors at lower levels of the hierarchy) are assumed to share 
a greater number of common causes.  
Both the CHC and Johnson-Bouchard verbal-perceptual-rotation (VPR) 
taxonomies adopt hierarchical representations of abilities. The g factor is present in both, 
as is the idea that all tests contain a unique factor that is not shared with other tests. These 
taxonomies differ primarily at the level of their description of broad abilities (Major & 
Johnson, 2013; Schneider & McGrew, 2012). CHC theory includes distinct factors for 
novel reasoning and acquired knowledge that are not present in the VPR. In addition, the 
CHC model contains approximately 16 broad abilities in the stratum below g. The VPR 
only contains 3 broad abilities below g. Each model will be discussed in turn. 
Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC) Model 
The CHC model contains three strata of factors (McGrew, 2009; Schneider & 
McGrew, 2012). In other words there are three levels in the hierarchy. At the top is g. 
Below g are 16 broad abilities that are grouped into three sets. The first set consists of 
abilities that are believed to reflect basic cognitive processes such as memory and 
processing speed. Factors included in this set are: 
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1. Fluid reasoning (Gf): Ability to successfully complete novel tasks that do not 
require previous knowledge for their solution. This ability is conceptually similar 
to Spearman’s definition of g as the ability to draw inferences and recognize 
patterns (Carroll, 1993). A typical test of this ability contains stimuli arranged into 
a patterned sequence and asks the examinee to infer what the next member of the 
sequence should be. 
2. Short-term memory (Gsm): Ability to retain information in immediate 
consciousness over short periods of time. The more information that is retained 
the better. A typical test of this ability presents examinees with a list of 
information to be remembered, and immediately following presentation asks the 
examinee to recall as much of the list as they can remember. Examinees who 
recall more information receive higher scores.   
3. Long-term storage and retrieval (Glr): Ability to recall knowledge presented 
minutes, hours, days, or years beforehand. This ability differs from short-term 
memory by focusing on the recall of information that has already left 
consciousness. A typical test would present examinees with a list of words, then 
provide a fixed amount of time for examinees to memorize the list as well as 
possible. The list is then removed to end the memorization period. Recall may be 
tested minutes, days, or hours after the memorization period ends.  
4. Processing speed (Gs): Ability to perform simple, repetitive cognitive tasks 
quickly and without error. A typical test would ask examinees to cross out every 
letter “a” that is present in a paragraph. The total time taken to complete the task 
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would constitute the score for this test. Lower times indicate greater processing 
speed. Tests of this factor are often self-paced. 
5. Reaction and decision speed (Gt): Ability to make quick decisions when 
presented with stimuli. This ability differs from processing speed in that the focus 
is on decision speed when stimuli are presented one-at-a-time to examinees, with 
breaks in between. Tests are not self-paced. A typical test would require 
examinees to press a button as quickly as they can when a light turns on.  
6. Psychomotor speed (Gps): The ability to move one’s limbs quickly and fluidly. A 
typical example would be writing speed. Whether this ability should be 
considered a cognitive ability is dubious when adopting the definition offered in 
this dissertation. 
The second set of factors in the CHC consists of abilities related to the successful 
perception of sensory information. The idea is that people differ in their ability to make 
sense of information delivered to them through specific sensory modalities (e.g., vision). 
This set of abilities does not include sensory acuity, such as whether a person can hear. 
What is of interest is how well a person perceives stimuli after they have been detected 
by the appropriate sensory apparatus. These abilities are hypothesized to reflect 
differences in how well sense-specific regions of the brain function (Schneider & 
McGrew, 2012).      
7. Visual processing (Gv): The ability to complete tasks that require examinees to 
mentally simulate visual features of the environment. A typical test might require 
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examinees to describe how a paper with a hole punched in it will look when 
unfolded. 
8. Auditory processing (Ga): The ability to detect and process meaningful nonverbal 
features of sounds. A typical test might require examinees to identify the 
phonemes present in unfamiliar words. Unfamiliarity can be created by using 
made up words, or words from a foreign language that examinees have not been 
exposed to. 
9. Olfactory abilities (Go): The ability to detect and process features of odors. Tests 
of this ability are rarely featured in cognitive ability batteries. The existence of 
this factor is currently tentative (McGrew, 2009). A possible test would require 
examinees to correctly distinguish between similar smells that they have been 
exposed to.  
10. Tactile abilities (Gh): The ability to detect and process information transmitted 
via touch. The existence of this factor is tentative in the current CHC theory. A 
possible test would require examinees to correctly discriminate between textures 
that they have been previously exposed to, while blindfolded (Schneider & 
McGrew, 2012). 
11. Kinesthetic abilities (Gk): The ability to detect and process information 
transmitted to the brain via proprioceptive organs in muscles. The existence of 
this tentative in the current CHC theory. 
A further ability describes differences in the ability to cognitively control motor 
functions. This ability is grouped with the sensory abilities in this theory: 
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12. Psychomotor ability (Gp): The ability to complete tasks that require physical 
precision and coordination. This ability does not appear to meet the definition for 
cognitive abilities offered in this dissertation.  
Lastly, the CHC theory contains broad abilities that reflect acquired knowledge and 
skill. The investment hypothesis (Cattell, 1943; Cattell, 1987) states that these abilities are 
developed through the investment of basic cognitive capabilities (e.g., fluid reasoning; 
memory) into learning a content domain: 
13. Comprehension-knowledge (Crystallized intelligence; Gc): Depth and breadth of 
knowledge and skills to which members of a culture are typically exposed. An 
example test would be a vocabulary test, using words from one’s native language.  
14. Domain-specific knowledge (Gkn): Depth and breadth of knowledge and skills in 
a narrow life domain to which not all members of a culture are exposed. 
Knowledge of psychometrics is a prime example. Most members a culture are not 
psychologists, and few have been exposed to psychometric topics. Foreign 
language proficiency is another example.  
15. Reading and writing (Grw): Depth and breadth of knowledge and skills regarding 
written language. An example test would be a reading comprehension test. 
16. Quantitative knowledge (Gq): Depth and breadth of knowledge and skills 
regarding math. An example test would be a mathematics knowledge test  
A figural summary of the CHC taxonomy in Table 8. Factors from the lowest stratum 
are excluded for space. Over 80 narrow factors have been identified, however the nature 
of the factors at this stratum is not an area of dispute between ability taxonomies. 
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Evidence for Fluid-Crystallized Distinction. Although many different broad 
abilities are included in the CHC model, a central distinction is the one made between 
basic cognitive capabilities and acquired skills (Cattell, 1987; Horn, 1985). The CHC 
theory is an outgrowth of Raymond B. Cattell’s theory of fluid and crystallized 
intelligence. The origins of the fluid-crystallized distinction can be traced to an article 
published by Raymond B. Cattell in Psychological Bulletin near the end of the Second 
World War. Based on experience with mental testing during the war, Cattell (1943) 
offered a critique of then-current norms in adult intelligence testing. He argued that one 
weakness of current tests was that they were based on an incorrect theory of adult 
intellectual development. Drawing together data on age differentiation in cognitive 
abilities, processing speed declines in adulthood, and clinical evidence that brain lesions 
affect test performance differently in children and adults, he proposed that adult cognitive 
functioning was best understood as the product of two separate types of abilities: fluid 
and crystallized. Fluid ability was characterized as the general ability to reason and 
recognize patterns. Crystallized abilities referred to an individual’s store of knowledge. 
Because the fluid-crystallized distinction is central to CHC theory and forms the 
basis of major critiques (Johnson & Bouchard, 2007), we will discuss the separate lines 
of evidence that led Cattell to propose and maintain this distinction throughout the 
various iterations of his theory (e.g., Cattell, 1963; Horn & Cattell, 1966; Horn & 
Stankov, 1982). The first line of evidence involved the differentiation of abilities with 
age. The idea is that cognitive abilities become more distinct (i.e., less correlated) with 
age. Cattell’s explanation for this phenomenon was fluid ability was invested somewhat 
uniformly across knowledge domains in childhood (e.g., due to schooling), so that a 
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child’s level of fluid ability could be used to infer how much knowledge she would 
possess about a wide variety of domains, and vice-versa. A statistical consequence is high 
correlations among abilities. In adulthood, fluid ability declines and is invested into more 
specific cognitive domains (e.g., verbal ability), including occupational knowledge and 
skills (e.g., knowledge of I-O psychology). Some cognitive abilities are lost during 
adulthood through brain injury or misuse. The result is lowered correlations among 
abilities.  
Current evidence for the age differentiation hypothesis is mixed. Many studies 
find that correlations between cognitive tests are not lower in older samples (e.g., Bickley 
et al., 1995 Escorial et al., 2003; Juan-Espinosa et al., 2002; Tucker-Drob, 2009). 
However, there is reason to believe that differentiation in domain-specific knowledge 
increases during adulthood (Ackerman, 2000). During adulthood more time is spent 
investing knowledge into specific content domains associated with one’s career, as 
opposed the more general distribution of investment that is enforced by primary and 
secondary schools. Studies that have examined the age differentiation hypothesis rarely 
include knowledge tests that would capture the types of knowledge that adults accrue 
through their professional pursuits. The norm is to administer cognitive batteries such as 
the WAIS (e.g., Juan-Espinosa et al., 2002) or Woodcock-Johnson (e.g., Tucker-Drop, 
2009), which include tests of very broad knowledge domains that many examinees can be 
expected to have been exposed to (e.g., vocabulary). Different patterns of findings might 
result if tests of more specific knowledge domains were administered. Nonetheless, given 
the mixed findings in this field it is possible that Cattell’s (1943) endorsement of the age 
differentiation hypothesis was misguided.  
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The second line of evidence that Cattell used to support the fluid-crystallized 
distinction involves age declines in abilities. A typical finding is that abilities related to 
processing speed and fluid reasoning decline during adulthood, whereas knowledge-
based abilities remain stable or even improve (e.g., Beier & Ackerman, 2003; Klein, 
Dilchert, Ones, & Dages, 2015; Ones et al., 2012; Salthouse, 2014). An illustrative 
example from Salthouse (2004) is presented in Figure 9. 
Cattell (1943; 1987) explained this pattern of findings by hypothesizing that the 
ability to reason and learn declines with age, whereas knowledge remains stable or 
increases. Knowledge can continue to increase because decreases in fluid ability do not 
prevent learning entirely. They just make it a slower process. Taken as a whole, this line 
of research supports a distinction between fluid and crystallized processes. 
The third line of evidence Cattell (1943) used in his initial proposal of a fluid-
crystallized distinction stems from clinical research on the effects of brain lesions. 
Research prior to 1943 had shown that brain damage during childhood could create 
pervasive cognitive impairments (Cattell, 1943, p. 178). Adults with brain damage tended 
to experience more localized impairments, mostly in speeded tasks and tasks requiring 
fluid reasoning. Verbal comprehension and verbal knowledge were less effected. Current 
remains consistent with these findings. Most notably, damage to the frontal lobe impairs 
fluid reasoning but leaves knowledge intact (Duncan et al., 1995; Roca et al., 2009). 
Thus, clinical research on brain lesions thus also supports a need for the fluid-crystallized 
distinction.  
Carroll’s (1993) Integrative Review and Re-Analysis of the Literature. Factor 
analyses provide a final line of evidence relevant to the fluid-crystallized distinction. The 
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most comprehensive review of the factor analytic evidence to date was provided by John 
Carroll (1993). Between the years of 1980 and 1990 Carroll conducted a comprehensive 
search of the ability literature to identify previous studies that had examined the factor 
structure of cognitive abilities. Over 10,000 studies were identified as possibly relevant. 
Of these studies, 1,500 contained adequate data in the form of correlation matrices or 
factor analytic results. Re-analysis of this many studies was deemed infeasible, and so a 
subset of approximately 480 were chosen based on consideration of breadth of abilities 
sampled and rigor of study design. Each dataset was re-analyzed using the current state of 
the art in factor analytic methods. Exploratory factor analysis was used rather than 
confirmatory factor analysis, because the intent was not to test the relative fit of prior 
theories. 
Carroll’s (1993) Human Cognitive Abilities: A Survey of Factor Analytic Results 
contains a narrative review summarizing the results of this research effort. Based on his 
interpretation of results he proposed a three-stratum model that was in many ways like 
the existing model that Cattell (1987) had proposed. Considering their similarities these 
models were later merged into the Cattell-Horn-Carroll taxonomy (McGrew, 1997). Of 
importance, Carroll interpreted his results as supporting a distinction between fluid and 
crystallized ability factors. This remains relevant because Carroll (1993) remains the 
most comprehensive summary of factor-analytic findings in the ability literature to date.  
Although Carroll’s treatise was received favorably by ability researchers, he 
himself recognized certain weaknesses in the methods that he used (Carroll, 1998). One 
weakness is that many studies containing usable data were left unanalyzed. The use of a 
narrative review methodology rather than meta-analysis is also a weakness, because 
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research suggests that human beings are not good at combining complex information on 
their own (Grove & Meehl, 1996; Goldberg, 1970; Kahneman, 2011; Kuncel et al., 
2013). Narrative reviews can arrive at misleading conclusions regarding the state of a 
literature (Cooper & Rosenthal, 1980; Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Finally, Carroll (1993) 
did not include any tests of his hypothesized model against competing models.  
Burt-Vernon Theory and the VPR 
Johnson and Bouchard’s (2005a) VPR model has emerged as a recent competitor to 
the CHC. The VPR is an extension of a similar models proposed by Cyril Burt (1949) 
and Philip Vernon (1962). Like the CHC, the VPR contains a single general factor (g) at 
the highest stratum of the hierarchy. The broad abilities in the stratum below g differ 
from the CHC. In the VPR only 3 broad abilities are included at this stratum. These are 
list below (Johnson & Bouchard, 2005a; Johnson & Bouchard, 2005b; see Figure 10): 
1. Verbal-Educational (v:ed): Ability to complete tasks that rely on content taught in 
schools. This factor is called the verbal factor in the VPR; in Vernon’s (1962, p. 
32) original model it was v:ed. Because the creators of the VPR often include 
loadings from v:ed onto mathematics tests (e.g., Johnson, te Nijenhuis, & 
Bouchard, 2007; Major, Johnson, & Deary, 2012), it does not seem appropriate to 
call this factor verbal. Doing so might imply that the factor primarily reflects 
fluency in verbal processing. The inclusion of mathematics tests on this factor 
would not be appropriate if this interpretation is desired. 
2. Perceptual: Ability to complete tasks that rely on content typically developed 
through non-school experience (Vernon, 1962). Mechanical skills, perceptual 
abilities, and psychomotor abilities are included in this category.    
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3. Image Rotation: The ability to complete tasks that require examinees to mentally 
simulate visual features of the environment. This factor is similar conceptually to 
the visual processing (Gv) factor in the CHC.  
The three factors included in the VPR are somewhat broader than those found in the 
CHC. For example, the Perceptual factor appears to subsume at least two separate factors 
from the CHC (i.e., Gs, Gp). This is partly a feature of the model. The VPR contains 4 
strata, as opposed to the 3 strata in the CHC (Johnson & Bouchard, 2005a). In CHC lingo 
the factors in the VPR reside in a stratum intermediate between g and the broad factors 
identified in the CHC. This difference will not be discussed in depth. Disputes between 
the CHC and VPR do not center on the correct number of strata. Carroll (1993) 
acknowledged that his choice of 3 strata was somewhat arbitrary. The more important 
dispute is whether a distinction between fluid and crystallized abilities is needed.12 
Arguments against Fluid-Crystallized Distinction. Johnson and Bouchard (2005) 
discuss two possible reasons why the distinction between broad factors for fluid and 
crystallized abilities might not be needed. The first is that confirmatory factor analysis 
tend to produce results that indicate that g and Gf are identical (Gustafsson, 1984; Kvist 
& Gustafsson, 2008).13 This finding implies that including a separate Gf factor is 
superfluous, and Gf should be combined with g. This argument says that distinguishing 
broad factors for Gf and Gc is unnecessary because there should be no broad Gf factor. 
                                                          
12 This argument can be extended to say that no factors reflecting basic cognitive processes (e.g., fluid 
ability; memory) are needed in an ability taxonomy. The VPR states that the major group factors are 
defined by the content of tests, and that factors reflecting basic processes are not needed (Major, 
Johnson, & Deary, p. 544). 
13 See Major, Johnson, & Deary (2012) for a critique of final models obtained in these studies, however.  
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An interesting theoretical question is whether Cattell’s (1987) preferred definition of Gf 
as a fluid reasoning factor should then be applied to g.  
The second reason why a distinction between Gf and Gc might not be needed 
requires a nuanced interpretation of what factors from the typical factor analysis indicate. 
Factor analysis of cognitive test batteries can only identify parameters that govern inter-
individual differences in behavior. That is, the factor analysis is attempting to identify 
causal variables that account for why people differ in their behavior.  
From this perspective it is possible to view the Gf-Gc distinction as primarily 
relevant to explaining within-person cognitive processes. The idea seems to be that for 
any single person it is true that fluid reasoning capacities are invested into developing 
knowledge. But this distinction will only show up in factor analytic data if there are some 
cognitive tasks that rely primarily on knowledge, and others that rely primarily on fluid 
reasoning (i.e., test scores are not greatly affected by differences in prior knowledge). 
Johnson and Bouchard (2005a) argue that it is difficult to develop tasks that rely solely 
on fluid reasoning ability, without a person’s level of prior knowledge also being 
important. The same could be said of the difficulty of developing a knowledge task in 
which fluid reasoning plays no role. Because most tasks benefit from both fluid reasoning 
and knowledge, it is difficult to disentangle these two factors as separate causes of 
individual differences in cognitive task performance. At minimum, differences in 
performance that are attributable to test content may overwhelm any differences due to 
differential requirements for Gf and Gc.   
Evidence for the VPR. To date four separate studies have been published 
comparing the empirical fit to data of the VPR and CHC (Johnson & Bouchard, 2005a; 
 52 
Johnson & Bouchard, 2005b; Johnson, te Nijenhuis, & Bouchard, 2007; Major, Johnson, 
& Deary, 2012). In every case the VPR has shown better fit to data than the CHC. The 
consistency of findings indicating better fit for the VPR is the primary reason that this 
theory should be considered a major competitor to the CHC taxonomy. 
Despite these promising findings for the VPR, this research stream suffers from 
the small number of studies that have been conducted to date (Ones et al., 2012). The 
CHC model is based on hundreds of studies, whereas the VPR model in its current form 
is based on 5 separate datasets. The problem is that a single dataset can only contain a 
limited number of cognitive tests. A major strength of Carroll’s (1993) review is the 
breadth of cognitive tasks that were captured in the various factor analyses that he 
summarized to create his model. The VPR theory has not yet extended itself to an 
equivalent scale. As only one example, Carroll (1993, pp. 176-177) spoke about foreign 
language aptitudes and the implications that these could have for a theory of ability. VPR 
studies have not examined foreign language aptitudes to date. The same can be said for 
auditory perception and domain-specific knowledge, among other abilities.14 Until the 
VPR is able to attain a similar scale to that embodied by Carroll’s (1993) synthesis, it 
cannot claim to be a truly comprehensive account of human abilities. Because including 
many tests in a single study is difficult, meta-analytic synthesis of the research literature 
provides the best method for creating the kind of empirical foundation that is necessary to 
test the viability of the VPR.  
                                                          
14 The Hakstian & Cattell (1978) study that is reanalyzed by Johnson & Bouchard (2005a) does include a 
single test for auditory ability; however this test is not sufficient to identify a broad auditory factor of the 
type included in CHC theory. The original authors did not find an auditory factor in their data, likely for 
this reason.  
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Age as a Moderator of Factor Structure 
Finally, discussion to this point has proceeded as if there were one best ability 
taxonomy that should be applied to all groups of people. It is possible that individuals 
from certain subgroups exhibit patterns of ability that are not well described by ability 
taxonomies developed using samples from the general population. Age will be examined 
as a moderator of correlations between cognitive abilities in this study.  
How Cognitive Abilities Develop over Time. When discussing the relationship 
between age and cognitive abilities, there are two primary strands of research. The first 
examines how average scores on cognitive ability tests change across the lifespan. A 
general finding in this literature is that indicators of fluid abilities (e.g., fluid reasoning, 
processing speed) begin to decline at an earlier age than do indicators of crystallized 
abilities (e.g., knowledge). These types of trends are not the focus of the present study. 
However, one implication of differences in rates of decline for different types of abilities 
is that computing ability correlations across cohorts could confound within-cohort 
correlations with between-cohort differences in cognitive aging across the lifespan. The 
former is the interest of the present study. As such, correlations computed within cohorts 
are used when examining correlations between cognitive abilities across the lifespan.   
Investment Theory and the Age Differentiation Hypothesis. As discussed 
above, the age differentiation hypothesis posits that cognitive abilities become more 
distinct (i.e., less correlated) with age. Cattell explained this phenomenon by 
hypothesizing that fluid ability was invested somewhat uniformly across knowledge 
domains in childhood so that a child’s level of fluid ability could be used to infer how 
much knowledge she would possess about a wide variety of domains. A statistical 
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consequence is high correlations among abilities. In adulthood, fluid ability declines and 
is invested into more specific cognitive domains (e.g., verbal ability), including 
occupational knowledge and skills (e.g., knowledge of I-O psychology). Some cognitive 
abilities are lost during adulthood through brain injury or misuse. The result is lowered 
correlations among abilities. 
Current evidence for the age differentiation hypothesis is mixed. Many studies 
find that correlations between cognitive tests are not lower in older samples (e.g., Bickley 
et al., 1995 Escorial et al., 2003; Juan-Espinosa et al., 2002; Tucker-Drob, 2009). Given 
these mixed patterns of findings, whether cognitive abilities become less correlated 
across the lifespan was investigated as part of the present study.  
Present Study 
This study uses meta-analysis to quantify the current state of the cumulative 
literature on cognitive ability inter-correlations and factor structure. Meta-analyses 
provide the best estimates of the mean and variability of correlations in a population 
(Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). The rationale behind these procedures is to let data speak for 
themselves by aggregating the results of many strict and conceptual replications of ability 
inter-correlations. Doing so enables the researcher to reach robust conclusions about the 
distribution of effect sizes in a domain. The level of robustness provided by meta-analytic 
estimates cannot be achieved in other ways, absent very large sample sizes and multiple 
samples. Meta-analytic reviews address the pitfalls of the more subjective narrative 
review, as discussed previously (i.e., human beings are not good at combining complex 
information on their own). As such, meta-analysis is the ideal approach for determining 
both the typical factor structure of cognitive abilities, and for determining whether age 
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and cultural background moderate this factor structure. No meta-analysis of this literature 
has yet been conducted. Research questions that will be investigated include: 
Validating Stanek and Ones’ (2017) Compendium. Taxonomies provide 
meaningful ways to classify psychological traits, including cognitive abilities. However, 
taxonomies do not tell researchers which tests should be grouped into the traits contained 
in the taxonomy. Compendia are needed for this purpose (Stanek & Ones, 2017). 
Compendia provide a key that can be used to link test scores to cognitive factors 
identified by taxonomies.  
 Historically compendia have been lacking in the cognitive ability literature. 
Recent efforts by Stanek and Ones (2017) provides a remedy to this situation. These 
authors classify over 1,000 different tests into the lower-order (3rd stratum and below) 
factors contained in the Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC) taxonomy.15 It should be noted that 
the lower-order factors contained in the CHC have not been seriously challenged as a 
taxonomy of the cognitive ability factor space, unlike disagreements surrounding the 
factor structure at the 2nd stratum (see Figure 10 for an example from VPR proponents 
that contains lower-order factors nearly identical to those contained in the CHC). 
Although potentially valuable, however, the validity of Stanek and Ones’ (2017) 
                                                          
15 Although it could be argued that using the CHC’s lower-order factors biases results towards the CHC, 
the present author disagrees with such an assessment. The primary arguments in the ability literature 
center around 2nd order factors—those directly below g. There are no serious challengers to the CHC 
categorization of narrow abilities. That is, there have yet to be systematic efforts to show that the CHC’s 
categorization of abilities below the 2nd stratum is undesirable. Furthermore, studies by non-CHC authors 
have produced similar lower-order factor structures to those found at the 3rd stratum and below in the 
CHC (see Figure 10, in which lower-order factors mirror many of those present in the CHC). In addition, 
the Stanek & Ones (2017) compendium is in a very real sense the only game in town in terms of providing 
an objective way of classifying tests into cognitive factors a priori. Proponents of other factor models have 
yet to: (1) systematically establish what the factors below the 2nd stratum should look like, and (2) provide 
a means of linking test scores to these factors. 
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compendium has yet to be established. That is, empirical evidence that tests grouped into 
the same narrow factors by this compendium do in fact correlate highly with each other 
has yet to be shown. Accordingly: 
 Research Question 1: Do tests classified into the same cognitive factors by Stanek 
and Ones (2017) correlate highly with each other?  
Zero-Order Correlations between Cognitive Abilities. Correlations provide a 
simple measure of bivariate association between constructs. That is, correlations provide 
basic insights into how closely two constructs relate to each other.16 In addition 
correlation17 matrices provide sufficient information to conduct many of the more 
advanced statistical methods used by psychologists. Accordingly, producing a 
comprehensive accounting of the magnitude of correlation between different cognitive 
abilities provides valuable information that can be used by future researchers for 
advanced modeling and theory testing. As such: 
 Research Question 2: What is the magnitude of correlation between different 
cognitive abilities contained in the Stanek-Ones compendium? Is it possible to discern 
systematic patterns in how different abilities relate to each other? 
Factor Structure of Cognitive Abilities. Factor analysis can be used to model 
latent constructs that could produce the correlations observed in a dataset. Accordingly, 
these methods are often used to develop taxonomies of psychological traits. With this in 
mind: 
                                                          
16 “Relate” here does not presume causality, which would be a fundamental statistical error. 
17 Or covariances 
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 Research Question 3: What is the factor structure of lower-order (3rd stratum) 
cognitive abilities? 
 Research Question 4: How do broad (2nd order) factors identified through 
Research Question 3 relate to each other? What is the factor structure of abilities at this 
stratum? 
Age Differentiation Hypothesis. The age differentiation hypothesis suggests that 
cognitive abilities become less correlated with age. Although there are many ways to 
operationalize this hypothesis, in the present study the g saturation of cognitive ability 
correlations will be used to test this hypothesis. Higher g saturation indicates that a 
greater proportion of the variance of variables included in a correlation matrix can be 
accounted for by a single factor. This will generally correspond to larger correlations 
between abilities included in the correlation matrix, especially in domains where a single 
factor sits atop hierarchical factor models (as in cognitive ability research).  
 Research Question 5: How does the g saturation of cognitive ability correlations 
change across the lifespan, when correlations are computed within age cohorts? 
METHODS 
Search Methods 
 Seven separate search methods were used to establish a meta-analytic database. 
An overriding goal of the literature search was to create as comprehensive a database as 
possible. To this end, multiple search methods were combined to make sure that relevant 
studies were not missed. Likewise, using multiple search methods allows for a built-in 
degree of redundancy between searches. This redundancy serves as a safeguard against 
accidental wrongful omission of studies (e.g., due to erroneous keystrokes)—a study that 
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is wrongly omitted or ignored in one search may be later captured in another. Each search 
method is described below: 
1. Journal Review. A set of 25 journals were searched by hand to identify relevant 
studies. Journals were sampled from the domains of industrial-organizational 
psychology, military psychology, educational psychology, cognitive psychology, 
and personality psychology. Within each domain relevant journals were identified 
based on impact factor rankings, and the mission statements of the journals. In 
addition, to increase international comprehensiveness of the literature search, 
flagship journals of international psychology associations (e.g., Scandinavian 
Journal of Psychology) were also searched. A full list of journals searched is 
presented in Table 5. Of note, in one instance a preliminary search of a journal 
revealed almost no studies meeting the inclusion criteria for the present 
investigation. This journal (Journal of Personality and Social Psychology) was 
excluded from further review. 
2. Keyword Search: Cognitive Test Batteries. During the journal search, a list of 
standardized test batteries featured in reviewed studies was compiled. This list 
was then supplemented with experimental military tests (e.g., the ECAT battery of 
the United States armed forces). This resulted in a list of 178 tests mentioned in 
the research literature. This list is presented in Table 6. A keyword search for each 
test was conducted in Google Scholar and, where relevant, the Defense Technical 
Information Center (DTIC).   
3. Keyword Search: Keyword Strings. Additional searches were conducted in 
Google Scholar, Digital Dissertations, and DTIC to supplement the previous 
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keyword search. For Google Scholar an initial search using the terms “Cognitive 
Ability” and “Intelligence” produced an unmanageable number of studies 
(3,000,000+). The search was therefore narrowed by searching for the keyword 
string ([“cognitive ability” OR “intelligence”] AND “prediction” AND [“job 
performance” OR “GPA” OR “training performance”]. A small set of additional 
search terms were also used to supplement this initial search. A list of these 
additional keyword searches is available upon request. In general these additional 
searches added little beyond those previously described. For Digital Dissertations 
the search terms (“Cognitive Ability” OR “Intelligence”) were used to query 
studies present within the Management and Occupational Psychology sections of 
this database. For DTIC the keyword strings “cognitive ability” and “Project A” 
were used individually. 
4. Bibliometric Search. During the previous searches a list was compiled of meta-
analyses systematic reviews, and bibliographies within the cognitive ability 
domain. Out of an initial list 121 such studies, complete reference lists from 72 
were obtained and scanned for inclusion. A list of the articles contributing to the 
reference search is presented in Table 7. The predominant reason that a study was 
not included in the reference search was failure to fully report studies contributing 
to a meta-analysis. Other reasons for exclusion were that a meta-analysis did not 
investigate cognitive ability correlations or otherwise covered topics that were not 
central to the present investigation (e.g., O’Connor et al., 2008). In a small 
number of cases a meta-analysis was performed using a primary dataset (e.g., 
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SAT correlations from the College Board). References from these studies were 
also not included.  
5. Test Manuals. Effort were made to obtain test manuals or technical reports that 
described test development for all test batteries contributing correlations to the 
meta-analytic database. An impediment to this goal was difficulty in obtaining 
out-of-print test manuals, and manuals for foreign tests. Nonetheless, test manuals 
or technical reports for 59 cognitive test batteries were obtained. For each test 
battery efforts were made to separately obtain and code test manuals for all 
published editions of the test (e.g., WAIS-R and WAIS-III). A list of test manuals 
included in the search is presented in Table 8.  
6. Data Repositories. Three separate sources were used to identify online 
repositories of data. The first was the Inter-university Consortium for Political and 
Social Research (ICPSR) database. This data archive contains primary data for a 
large number (>8,000) of studies in the social sciences. To identify potential 
studies for inclusion the keyword string “Cognitive Ability” was entered into this 
database’s built-in search engine. The metaBUS database was queried in similar 
manner 
In addition to the ICPSR and metaBUS databases, the International 
Society for Intelligence Research (ISIR) also provides links to cognitive ability 
databases. These links were examined to identify potentially relevant data. A 
useful outcome was the discovery of a data archive (http://www.iapsych.com) 
containing the original correlation matrices used in John Carroll’s taxometric 
research. 
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7. Direct Contact of Researchers. In-person meetings were arranged with scholars 
at the University of Edenborough and the University of Ghent to obtain additional 
data potentially relevant to this study.   
Initial Yield. The search methods produced a combined (non-exclusive) 153,553 
research studies that were scanned for potential inclusion. Determining whether to 
include a study in the final meta-analytic database proceeded in two steps. In the first 
step, titles and abstracts for the 153,553 studies initially identified were scanned to 
determine whether each study could plausibly contain data relevant to the present 
investigation. At this stage the goal was to “select out” rather than “select in”. That is, 
only cases where there was high confidence that the study did not contain relevant 
data were omitted at this stage. All others were retained for further review. Examples 
of studies excluded at this stage include biomedical drug trials, studies with clinical 
populations, and papers in the humanities. Following the first cut, 12,483 research 
studies were obtained and read18 to determine whether they met more stringent 
criteria for final inclusion in the meta-analytic database. 
Inclusion Criteria 
 Inclusion criteria. Each of the 12,483 studies obtained in the initial search was 
read to determine whether it met the criteria for inclusion in the meta-analytic database. 
In order to be included a study needed to (1) contain cognitive ability test data, (2) be 
conducted at the individual level of analysis, (3) report a zero-order correlation between 
                                                          
18 In some cases a full text copy of a study identified for possible inclusion could not be located. Where 
this occurred, the study was omitted from further consideration. These studies are not counted as part of 
the 14,000+ studies obtained and read to determine eligibility for the present meta-analyses. 
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separate cognitive tests, or between cognitive tests and job performance, training 
performance, or performance in professional-track academic coursework (e.g., MBA 
students, undergraduates in nursing),19(4) report sample sizes or otherwise information 
that could be used to compute a standard error, and (5) use cognitive tests that could be 
classified into the factor taxonomy of narrow abilities used in the present study. In 
addition, samples had to come from non-clinical populations, and include only persons 14 
years or older.  
 Because of these inclusion criteria, a number of studies were not included in the 
meta-analytic database assembled for this project. Common reasons for exclusion 
included studies being non-quantitative in nature (e.g., Thorndike, 1919), use of clinical 
samples or samples below age 14 (e.g., Colom et al., 2007), inability to classify cognitive 
tests into the taxonomy used in the present study (e.g., Akhund, 2016), and studies that 
did not involve computing correlations between cognitive abilities, or between cognitive 
abilities and criteria of interest to this study (e.g., Batty et al., 2008). Another less 
common reason for exclusion was failure to report correlations (e.g., for factor-analytic 
studies; Carlstedt, 2001). Finally, the existence of a cutoff date for data entry also 
resulted in some studies being excluded from the meta-analytic database. A cutoff was 
established to allow approximately 1,500 hours for entry of cognitive ability inter-
correlation data, and 1,500 additional hours for entering predictor-criterion correlation 
data. Because of these cutoffs not all studies identified as possessing usable data were 
able to be coded for the present analyses.  
                                                          
19 Data based on correlations between cognitive ability and training performance, and between cognitive 
ability and performance in professional-track academic courses, is not used for the present dissertation.  
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Final yield.  The final meta-analytic database of samples meeting inclusion 
criteria consisted of 2,356 independent samples from 1,030 separate research studies 
(total N = 3,644,876). Out of this total database, 764 independent samples from 452 
separate studies (total N = 2,978,554) contributed data to meta-analyses of cognitive 
ability inter-correlations. These samples are the focus of this chapter.  
Coding Procedure and Classifying Constructs 
 Information included. 60 pieces of information were coded for each study in the 
inter-correlation database. This information included all the standard data required to 
conduct meta analyses (e.g., sample size, correlations, study identifiers, artifact 
information), as discussed by Schmidt & Hunter (2014). In addition, detailed notes were 
taken on the presence of range restriction in each study. These notes included whether 
range restriction occurred and, if so, whether the restriction was indirect, direct, or the 
result of a multiple-hurdle system. Many studies (k = 70, N = 409,120) contained data 
from normative samples. An identifier was coded to indicate all such studies in the 
database.20 Other information captured includes verbatim descriptions of cognitive tests 
by study authors (for use in classification), year and form used for all standardized tests 
with multiple published editions, and miscellaneous data on various characteristics of 
samples (e.g., age). A full list of all coded information is provided in Table A1. 
 Population Values for Artifacts. Range restriction corrections require 
population SD values to use for computing u-ratios. Test manuals and test development 
                                                          
20 Most studies of this type used stratified random sampling designs. In one instance, a non-stratified 
sample was included in the normative database. For this sample (GATB B-1002 N=23,000+ national 
sample), means and standard deviations were close to the expected population values of M = 100 and SD 
= 20 for each test (USES, 1970). As such, it was deemed appropriate to include it with normative data. 
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technical reports were obtained and scanned for relevant population-level data. Wherever 
possible, SD values from stratified national samples were used. In some instances only 
applicant SD values were available. These values were used in lieu of national-normative 
SD values in these instances. When applicant SD values were provided for multiple 
different applicant populations, all values were averaged using sample-size weighting.  
When entering data for use in range restriction corrections, population SD values 
were matched to the test edition used in a given study (e.g., GATB Form B-1002A). If 
population SD values for a particular test edition could not be obtained, the data was 
treated as missing. In some instances a study’s authors did not report which edition of a 
test was used. In these cases population SDs from the test edition published most recently 
prior to the study’s publication date were used, as long as said test edition was published 
within 10 years of the study’s publication date.  
 Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) test scores are sometimes 
reported on a raw score metric. The most recent national standardization sample for 
which raw score norms are available is the 1980 Profile of American Youth (PAY),21 
which used forms 8a through 10c. When data from these forms was reported on a raw 
score metric, the corresponding SD values from the 1980 PAY were used for correction. 
Linear equating was used to produce estimates of population SD values when data from 
later editions were reported on raw score metrics. Equating was made possible by the 
U.S. military’s practice of administering new test forms randomly alongside reference 
versions of old forms when developing new test editions.  
                                                          
21 The 1997 Profile of American Youth (PAY) is more recent. However, the ASVAB incorporated a 
computer-adaptive testing format around the time the 1997 PAY was conducted, and studies post-1997 
do not report ASVAB raw scores. 
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 Because corrections for range restriction are used in this study, it is necessary to 
distinguish between reliability values for restricted populations (i.e., range-restricted), 
and reliability values for populations without range restriction (Hunter, Schmidt, & Le, 
2006). For this study reliability values in normative samples (or applicant samples, if 
values were provided for the sample used to estimate population SD values) were treated 
as unrestricted. All others were treated as restricted.   
 Data quality. Ensuring that data is of high quality is necessary for the results of a 
meta-analysis to be meaningful. Special care was taken to identify non-independent 
studies, and to identify and correct data entry and coding errors. 
 Independence of studies. The Hunter-Schmidt meta-analytic methods used in the 
present study rely on the assumption that effect sizes are independent of each other (e.g., 
were computed using unique samples). During data entry notes were taken regarding 
possible overlap between studies. Studies flagged as possibly overlapping were compared 
to determine whether samples were independent. In addition, an algorithm was written to 
identify all instances in the database where correlations between the same pair of 
cognitive ability constructs were identical. All correlations thus identified were checked 
to ensure independence. When a single study presented multiple correlations between the 
same pair of constructs, the correlations were averaged.  
 Data entry and coding errors. The first version of the meta-analytic database 
used in this study contained more than 100,000 correlation coefficients between cognitive 
tests. After excluding tests that could not be classified and redundant studies, the final 
meta-analytic database (used in reporting the final yield above) contained 38,862 
correlation coefficients. When constructing databases of this size, it is plausible that some 
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data entry errors will occur. In order to guard against this possibility all data was screened 
for outliers using a criterion of the median ± 1.5 times the interquartile range. All values 
falling outside this range were checked for accuracy. Fewer than 20 erroneous values 
were identified in this fashion. In addition, all data was inspected visually for erroneous 
coding of the direction a test was scored. There were few errors of this type.  
Classifying Cognitive Tests. Cognitive tests were classified using a compendium 
created by Stanek and Ones (2018). These authors classified over 1,000 cognitive tests 
into cognitive ability factors at three levels of the extended Cattell-Horn-Carroll model 
(McGrew, 2009). These factors include g, 11 broad (“second-stratum”) factors, 83 
narrow (“third-stratum”) factors, and several compound factors for tests that include 
items from separate factor domains. Tests were sorted based on analysis of item content, 
factor analytic data, correlations with marker tests already classified in the compendium, 
and advice from experts in the cognitive ability domain (Dr. Kevin McGrew). Tests were 
always classified into the narrowest factor possible, with broader factors being used for 
tests with item content that crossed multiple narrow factors. Using the Stanek-Ones 
compendium was deemed preferable to the present author classifying ability tests into 
cognitive factors himself, due to the idiosyncrasies that could result from the latter 
approach. Other compendiums of this kind do not exist, or otherwise were not 
encountered while reading through 14,000+ articles for the present project.  
One potential criticism of using the Stanek-Ones compendium is that tests are 
classified according to the CHC taxonomy, rather than the competing VPR taxonomy. 
While this is true, it is also true that most debate surrounding cognitive ability 
taxonomies has focused on broad (second stratum) factors at the stratum immediately 
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below g. Serious debate regarding the appropriate partitioning of narrower (third stratum) 
factors is rare. Therefore, using the Stanek-Ones taxonomy to classify tests into narrow 
ability factors should not be considered problematic, because there is little debate about 
the appropriate way to partition cognitive abilities at this level. The present study will 
conduct factor analyses at the level of narrow ability factors to empirically determine a 
reasonable factor structure for broad abilities.  The broad factors which emerge from 
factor analysis of narrow (third stratum) abilities may—or may not—accord with CHC 
theory predictions. Whether or not this occurs is dependent on the data itself, rather than 
a priori decisions made by the author. 
Classifying additional tests. While creating the meta-analytic database used in the 
present study, several tests were encountered which had not yet been classified in the 
Stanek-Ones compendium. Three approaches were used to determine whether these 
additional tests would be classified for the present project. First, the Woodcock-Johnson 
test battery (Schrank, McGrew, & Mather, 2014) contains detailed information on how 
the tests contained in the battery fit within the extended CHC model. Tests from this 
battery were thus sorted into factors according to these recommendations from the 
Woodcock-Johnson’s authors. Because the cognitive ability expert consulted for the 
Stanek-Ones compendium is also an author of the Woodcock-Johnson, the choice to rely 
on recommendations from the Woodcock-Johnson’s authors is reasonable. 
Next, in some cases unclassified tests had been developed to mimic or otherwise 
mirror in content and administrative procedures tests that were already contained in the 
Stanek-Ones compendium. These tests were classified alongside the tests they mimicked. 
Likewise, in some cases “exemplar” test types were apparent, such as speeded symbol 
 68 
identification tests (whether Finding A’s, t’s, yen symbols, etc.). When within the Stanek-
Ones compendium all instances of an exemplar test type were classified into the same 
factor, additional instances of the exemplar encountered during the literature search were 
classified accordingly.  
Third, for a small number of tests a joint classification conference was held 
between Prof. Deniz Ones, Dr. Kevin Stanek, and the present author. Selection of tests to 
jointly classify was based on the number of studies including the test, sample sizes of 
these studies, rarity within the database of the factor the test represented (based on 
preliminary classification by the present author), and how much data would be lost if the 
test were not classified.  
Moderator Coding. Two moderators were originally intended to be examined—
age and g-level of participants in a sample. However, studies frequently did not report 
means and SDs for cognitive ability tests (including those measuring g). Of studies that 
did report this information, the variance in mean g levels of samples was not large for 
those studies contributing data on cognitive ability inter-correlations. As such, this 
moderator was dropped from further analyses. 
Samples were classified by mean age using three separate coding schemes. First, 
samples were classified into those with mean age of 40 or higher, and those below 40. 
This coding scheme corresponds to the United States’ federal cutoff above which age 
discrimination in the workplace becomes illegal. Next, samples were classified into eight 
more granular categories—mean ages between 14-17, 18-19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-39, 40-49, 
50-59, and 60+. When using these granular categories, missing estimates in meta-analytic 
correlation matrices were frequently encountered (e.g., age 20-24 lacked information on 
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correlations between visual processing and auditory processing). To enable complete 
meta-analytic correlation matrices to be created, three broader age categories were also 
created: 14-19, 20-39, and 40+.  
When coding the age moderator, some instances were encountered where authors 
did not provide the mean age of a sample but did report information that could be used to 
group samples into one of the above categories. Examples include when authors reported 
only the age range of a sample, or when freshly minted recruits in the United States 
military were studied (all services have a maximum enlistment age below 40). In such 
instances the study was assigned to the appropriate age moderator category. 
Analyses  
 Meta-analytic procedures. Psychometric meta-analysis (Schmidt & Hunter, 
2014) was used to pool results across studies. Psychometric meta-analysis seeks to reveal 
scientific regularities that are masked when examining individual studies. The idea is that 
by combining results across studies and correcting for bias due to statistical artifacts, we 
can better establish scientific truths. Across a population of studies, mean corrected 
correlations (𝜌)22 tell us the average strength of relationship between constructs after 
statistical artifacts are controlled. The variability of corrected correlations (𝑆𝐷𝜌)
23 tells us 
whether 𝜌 generalizes across studies in a domain. Two types of inferential statistics are 
typically computed for 𝜌. The first are confidence intervals, which are used to indicate 
how precisely 𝜌 is estimated. Wider confidence intervals suggest less certainty that the 
estimate of 𝜌 obtained from a given meta-analysis is a close approximation to actual 𝜌 in 
                                                          
22 Presented without an overbar, per convention. 
23 Net variability attributable to sampling error and differences in statistical artifacts across studies. 
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the population of studies.24 The second type of inferential statistic typically computed for 
𝜌 are credibility intervals. The X% credibility interval provides an estimate of the range 
into which the middle X% of corrected correlations fall within the population of studies 
investigated. The difference between confidence intervals and credibility intervals is that 
confidence intervals provide an index of how precisely the mean corrected correlation (𝜌) 
is estimated, whereas credibility intervals provide a range into which we can expect 
individual true-score correlations to fall when new studies are conducted. 
 In addition to 𝜌 and 𝑆𝐷𝜌, psychometric meta-analysis also produces estimates of 
the mean observed correlation (?̅?), variability of observed correlations before correcting 
for sampling error (𝑆𝐷𝑟), and variability of observed correlations after correcting for 
sampling error (𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑒𝑠). ?̅? and 𝑆𝐷𝑟 are simply summaries of the distribution of observed 
effect sizes, often computed using weighted least squares to take into account differential 
precision of estimated correlations across studies. 𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑒𝑠 estimates how variable observed 
correlations would be if sampling error did not exist—that is, if all studies were 
conducted using very large samples. The difference between 𝜌 and ?̅? is that 𝜌 estimates 
the average correlation that would be obtained if artifacts such as range restriction and 
unreliable measurement could be eliminated. ?̅? estimates the average correlation obtained 
within studies, which are inevitably afflicted by statistical artifacts. For all meta-analyses 
in this study, computations were done using the psychmeta package in R (Dahlke & 
Wiernik, 2018). 
                                                          
24 Technically speaking, the X% confidence interval will cover the true population value X% of the time. 
Per the definition of confidence intervals, we should consider each value contained in the confidence 
interval equally plausible at X% confidence. If assumptions regarding the distributional form of the 
likelihood function are incorporated, we can also make inferences regarding the relative likelihood of 
values contained in the interval (Mayo & Spanos, 2011)—but that is neither here nor there.  
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Artifact corrections. All meta-analyses conducted for the present study 
incorporated corrections for range restriction and unreliability. The type of reliability 
estimate used for corrections differed depending on whether cognitive tests were speeded 
or not. For non-speeded (“power”) tests, internal consistency reliabilities were used 
whenever possible. In some studies authors only reported alternate-forms reliabilities or 
short-term test-retest reliabilities. When this occurred, these reliabilities were used in lieu 
of internal consistency reliability. Long-term test-retest stability coefficients (e.g., longer 
than 3 months) were never used as measures of reliability. For speeded tests, only 
alternate-forms reliabilities and test-retest reliabilities were used.  
Range restriction corrections were made using the Case V correction formula (Le, 
Oh, Schmidt, & Woolridge, 2015). Case V is a variant of Thorndike’s Case III correction 
formula that can be used for indirect range restriction corrections when data required for 
the Case III correction is not available. Indirect range restriction corrections are 
preferable to direct range restriction corrections for the present study, because in no cases 
was the presence of participants in a sample solely determined by their scores on a single 
cognitive test. 
 Handling normative samples. Databases that combine population normative 
samples with non-normative samples can present a problem for meta-analyses that use 
artifact distributions. Artifact distributions are used when some studies do not report 
information on artifact values. These methods rely on the assumption that the observed 
mean and SD of artifact values can be used to approximate the mean and SD of artifact 
values that would be obtained if artifact information were available from all studies. This 
will occur when artifacts are missing completely at random (MCAR), such that the 
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probability of missing data is independent of the true value of artifacts in a study. When 
range restriction corrections are incorporated into meta-analysis and missing data is 
present for u-values, combining normative and non-normative samples will likely violate 
these assumptions. 
  To see why this is the case, note that—by definition—range restriction does not 
occur for population normative samples (at least asymptotically as sample size increases). 
This is equivalent to saying that the u-value for each such study is 1. Because lack of 
range restriction is definitional to this study design, the probability of missing data for u-
values in this type of study is 0. For non-normative samples, in contrast, the probability 
of missing data is often greater than 0, and the mean u-value frequently does not equal 1. 
When these two assumptions regarding characteristics of non-normative samples are 
met—that is, if the probability of missing data is greater than 0 and the mean u-value 
does not equal 1—then combining normative and non-normative data to estimate artifact 
distributions for u-values will always result in calculated means being biased towards 1. 
Table 9 provides illustrative examples for a 30/70 split of normative and non-normative 
samples.  
To avoid violating the assumptions inherent in using artifact distributions for 
meta-analysis, normative and non-normative samples were meta-analyzed separately. 
Results from each set of analyses were then combined using N-weighting (i.e., a form of 
second-order meta-analysis, cf. Schmidt & Hunter, 2014). Samples where authors 
corrected for multivariate range restriction using the Lawley (1943) formula were 
included with normative samples for the purpose of computing meta-analytic results. 
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Sample sizes were adjusted to account for increased sampling variability owing to the 
range restriction correction in cases where this was done.    
Artifact generalization. Artifact distributions used to correct for range restriction 
and unreliability were computed separately for normative and non-normative samples. 
The unweighted mean and variance were computed for each respective artifact 
distribution, as were weighted means and variances using sample-size weights. The latter 
were used for artifact corrections. In addition, an overall artifact distribution was 
computed for reliability values, in which both normative and non-normative data were 
combined. 
 Zero-order correlations among cognitive abilities. Zero-order meta-analytic 
correlations were computed between all cognitive abilities represented in the meta-
analytic database. The psychometric meta-analysis methods described previously were 
used for these analyses. For some abilities no artifact information was available. In these 
cases the sample-size weighted mean value of artifact values from other narrow abilities 
grouped within the same broad factor in the Stanek-Ones compendium were used instead. 
In cases where even this was not possible, the mean sample-size weighted value of 
artifacts across the entire sample was used.  
  For moderator analyses, there are two potential ways to correct for artifacts. The 
first is to use the artifact distribution for the overall sample. The second is to compute 
artifact distributions anew for each level of the moderator examined. Both estimates have 
their own advantages and disadvantages. Artifact distributions computed on the overall 
sample are likely to be more stable but can lead the analyst astray if artifact values differ 
across levels of a moderator. Artifact distributions computed within levels of a moderator 
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avoid this problem but are likely to suffer from greater sampling variability owing to 
smaller sample sizes. For this study a compromise between the two approaches was used. 
If an artifact distribution computed within a moderator level possessed N ≥ 300 and k ≥ 3, 
then this moderator level-specific distribution was used. Otherwise the artifact 
distribution from the overall sample was used. Although admittedly an arbitrary cutoff, it 
was felt that this decision rule achieved some balance between the competing advantages 
and disadvantages of differing approaches for estimating artifacts for moderator analyses. 
 Convergent and divergent validity. Convergent validity was examined in two 
different ways. First, I used meta-analysis to determine the strength of correlations 
between cognitive tests categorized together in the Stanek-Ones taxonomy (e.g., Cattell’s 
Culture Fair Test and Raven’s Matrices are both categorized as measures of inductive 
reasoning). If the Stanek-Ones taxonomy provides an accurate classification of tests into 
cognitive ability factors, then high correlations should be found between tests that are 
classified into the same ability factor by this taxonomy. This type of convergent validity 
will be called “within-factor convergence” below. The purpose is to differentiate this type 
of convergent validity (tests converging on the same factor) with the type discussed 
below (narrow factors converging on the same broad factor). 
 The second type of convergent validity examined in this study was the 
convergence (and divergence) of ability factors as operationalized by the Stanek-Ones 
taxonomy. The Stanek-Ones compendium classified narrow abilities into broader factors 
using the extended Cattell-Horn-Carroll model. If this model—and the Stanek-Ones 
compendium—are accurate, then we should expect to higher correlations between narrow 
abilities that belong to the same broad factor. Lower correlations should be observed 
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between narrow abilities that belong to different broad factors. To test this prediction, I 
created a meta-analytic correlation matrix that included all narrow ability factors present 
in the meta-analytic database. Convergent validity was established as the average 
correlation between narrow abilities belonging to the same broad factor. Divergent 
validity was established as the average correlation between narrow abilities belonging to 
different broad factors. This type of convergent and divergent validity will be called 
across-factor convergent and divergent validity below. It is worth noting that this 
discussion could also be framed in terms of multimethod-multitrait (MTMM) analyses. 
From this perspective there are multiple broad factors (“traits”) being measured by 
different narrow factors (“methods”).  
 Structural analyses. Exploratory factor analysis was used to examine the 
structure of narrow and broad cognitive ability traits. Because I desired to allow the 
possibility that the data would produce unanticipated factor structures, exploratory factor 
analysis was deemed more appropriate than confirmatory factor analytic models. The 
number of factors to extract was determine using a combination of parallel analysis 
(Horn, 1965), the Minimum Average Partial (MAP) criterion (Velicar, 1976), the Very 
Simple Structure (VSS) criterion (Revelle & Rocklin, 1979), and visual analysis of 
eigenvalue plots. The number of factors suggested by each criterion was compared, in the 
hope of finding agreement between criteria. If a majority of criteria indicated a certain 
number of factors to extract, then this number was used. When criteria were equivocal, 
factor solutions for all suggestions numbers of factors were obtained. Factor solutions 
were computed using the minimum residual (minres) method with oblimin rotation. At 
times, the minres algorithm would produce solutions containing Heywood or super-
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Heywood cases. This problem frequently appeared to result from a factor being assigned 
to a single variable in the correlation matrix. This variable would then receive a factor 
loading slightly larger than 1. When this occurred, maximum-likelihood and (if problems 
persisted) weighted least squares solutions were obtained instead. If neither of these 
approaches solved the problem, the number of factors to extract was reduced by one and 
the process repeated. Visual inspection of factor solutions obtained using minres, 
maximum-likelihood, and weighted least squares revealed them to be quite similar in 
almost all cases.   
 g-Saturation by Age. To examine whether g-saturation of cognitive abilities 
varies across the lifespan, I created separate meta-analytic correlation matrices based on 
sample age. Due to missing data at the narrow factor level (i.e., relationships with no 
meta-analytic estimate available), correlations between broad factors were used. For each 
correlation matrix I computed a one-factor principal components solution and a one-
factor solution using the common factor model. As with the exploratory factor analyses 
described previously, the minimum residual method was used for factor extraction. The 
variance accounted for by the first eigenvalue in the principal components solution and 
first factor in the common factor solution were used as alternative indicators of the g-
saturation of each correlation matrix. 
RESULTS 
This study’s results are based on data from over 700 independent samples and almost 
3,000,000 individuals. Analyses were conducted in three stages. First, 127 artifact 
generalization meta-analyses were conducted to establish artifact distributions to use in 
later analyses. Second, findings for narrow ability factors (e.g., fluid ability—inductive 
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reasoning) are based on 1,719 meta-analyses of narrow ability inter-correlations, 167 
analyses of narrow ability convergent and divergent validity, and 8 factor-analyses of 
meta-analytic correlation matrices between narrow abilities; additional sub-analyses 
using only data from the Woodcock-Johnson cognitive test battery involved 367 meta-
analyses of narrow ability inter-correlations, and 2 factor-analyses of meta-analytic 
correlation matrices. Third, findings for broad ability factors (e.g., fluid ability) are based 
on 1,732 meta-analyses of broad ability inter-correlations (moderator analyses inclusive), 
12 factor analyses of meta-analytic correlation matrices, and 12 analyses examining the 
impact of age on the g-saturation of these meta-analytic correlation matrices. 
Artifact Generalization 
 Reliability. Table 10 contains reliability artifact distribution data computed by 
combining results across the entire meta-analytic database. Reliability artifact 
distributions for normative and non-normative samples considered separately are 
presented in Table 11 and Table 12. Across all ability factors, the average mean 
reliability computed using the entire meta-analytic database was.78 (for normative data, 
mean ?̅?𝒙𝒙 = .77; for non-normative data, mean ?̅?𝒙𝒙 = .82). Variability in average 
reliabilities across cognitive ability constructs was rather large, with mean reliability 
values ranging from ?̅?𝒙𝒙 = .28 for Domain Specific Knowledge--Investigative Knowledge 
to ?̅?𝒙𝒙 = .93 for Auditory Processing. Reliabilities were lowest (mean ?̅?𝒙𝒙 = .64 across the 
entire meta-analytic database) for narrow ability factors within the Domain Specific 
Knowledge broad factor. Excluding constructs from the Domain Specific Knowledge 
broad factor, the average mean reliability computed using the entire meta-analytic 
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database was.83 (for normative data, mean ?̅?𝒙𝒙 = .84; for non-normative data, mean ?̅?𝒙𝒙 = 
.82), which is .06 higher than the average with these constructs included.  
 Range Restriction. Table 13 contains range restriction artifact distributions 
computed for non-normative samples. Because normative data was not corrected for 
range restriction, range restriction artifact distributions were not computed for samples of 
this type. Across all ability factors, the average mean u-value for non-normative data was 
.90. Average mean u-values ranged .45 for Domain Specific Knowledge—Foreign 
Language Proficiency to 1.11 for Processing Speed.25 Although these u-values are larger 
(i.e., less extreme) than those typically observed in the industrial-organizational 
psychology literature, their magnitude is not surprising when considering the nature of 
the present database. In the industrial-organizational psychology literature u-values are 
most frequently computed using employee samples. In contrast, many samples 
contributing to the present database were either non-random community samples, or 
applicant samples for which national normative data were available to use for range 
restriction corrections. Larger u-values are to be expected in these contexts.  
Narrow Ability Factors 
Meta-analytic results for inter-correlations between narrow ability factors are 
presented in Table 14 through Table 32. In addition to narrow ability inter-correlations, 
these tables also include information on correlations between narrow ability factors, g, 
and single-test indicators of broad ability factors. 
                                                          
25 Measures of narrow abilities within the Processing Speed factor received separate u-value distributions, 
as indicated in the table. Only measures classified by Stanek and Ones (2017) as directly measuring the 
broad factor are included in this artifact distribution.  
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Within-Factor Convergence. The Stanek-Ones compendium classifies cognitive 
tests into factors present in the CHC taxonomy. Table 14 presents correlations between 
tests that this compendium assigns to the same ability factors. The relationships captured 
by these correlations will be referred to as “within-factor convergent validity” below. 
This name was chosen to reflect that the convergence being examined is between tests 
assigned to the same ability factor.  
Across all ability factors, the average within-factor convergent validity ρ was .78.  
Values of this ρ ranged from to 1.00 for Verbal Ability—Comprehension Knowledge (as 
well as four others) to .39 for Domain Specific Knowledge—Life Sciences Knowledge 
(Applied). Within-factor convergent validity was lowest for narrow ability factors within 
the following broad factors: Domain Specific Knowledge (average ρ = .74), Processing 
Speed (average ρ = .63), Auditory Processing (average ρ = .60), and Visual Processing 
(average ρ = .59). The average within-factor convergent validity rises by .08 points to .86 
when omitting these broad factors.  
 Convergent and Divergent Validity (across factors). Correlations between 
separate narrow cognitive ability factors as operationalized by the Stanek-Ones 
compendium’s test classification are presented in Tables 15 through 32.26 Table 33 
presents the meta-analytic correlation matrix between these narrow ability factors. Using 
this correlation matrix it is possible to examine convergent and divergent validity for 
narrow ability factors. For the purposes of this study “convergent validity” refers to the 
                                                          
26 As discussed below, factor analysis of narrow cognitive ability factors produced solutions similar to the 
Stanek-Ones compendium’s CHC-based taxonomy. As such, it was felt that retaining the original 
taxonomy used by the compendium’s authors was reasonable for convergent and divergent validity 
analyses. 
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size of correlations between narrow ability factors that are classified into the same broad 
factor in the CHC taxonomy. “Divergent validity” refers to the size of correlation 
between narrow ability factors classified into different broad factors. Of note, 
“convergent validity” has a different meaning than “within-factor convergent validity,” as 
discussed previously. 
Table 34 and Table 35 present results from analyses examining convergent and 
divergent validity. Two separate types of analyses are presented in these tables. The first 
(“all”) reports convergent and divergent validity results when all correlations in the meta-
analytic correlation matrix are included, regardless of the total k and N contributing to the 
correlations. The second (“large sample”) reports convergent and divergent validity 
results when only correlations with k ≥ 3 and N ≥ 500 are included.27 Because 
correlations using larger meta-analytic samples are likely to be more stable, only results 
from the large sample analyses will be reported here. Results for analyses that used all 
data regardless of sample size are similar to those reported below. 
Overall Convergent and Divergent Validity. Table 34 reports convergent and 
divergent validity results. Convergent validity ρ’s averaged .12 points higher than 
divergent validity ρ’s (range = -.05 to .28). For all broad ability factors except one, 
convergent validity was larger than divergent validity. The exception occurred with 
Long-Term Storage and Retrieval. For this broad factor the convergent validity ρ was .42, 
while the divergent validity ρ was .47. When this broad factor was excluded from 
calculations, the average difference between convergent and divergent validity ρ’s for the 
remaining broad factors rose .02 points to .14. 
                                                          
27 Correlations with k less than 3, but N of at least 2,000 were also included in this analysis. 
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Considering the poor convergent and divergent validity results for Long-Term 
Storage and Retrieval, additional analyses were conducted for this factor. Previous 
research suggests a distinction between Learning Efficiency and Retrieval Fluency facets 
of Long-Term Storage and Retrieval (Jewsbury & Bowden, 2016). Results were therefore 
re-computed after splitting the Long-Term Storage and Retrieval factor into Learning 
Efficiency and Retrieval Fluency subfactors. The average convergent validity ρ for these 
subfactors was .55. The average divergent validity ρ was .45. 
Convergent and Divergent Validity within Fluid and Crystallized Domains. The 
CHC ability taxonomy is premised on investment theory, which states that crystallized 
abilities arise through the interaction between fluid abilities, motivation, and 
environmental opportunity (Cattell, 1943; Cattell, 1987). A distinction between fluid and 
crystallized ability is central to this framework. With this in mind, convergent and 
divergent validity analyses were also conducted separately for narrow ability factors 
within the fluid and crystallized ability domains. These analyses answer the question of 
whether narrow ability factors can still be differentiated into separate broad ability factors 
after the fluid/crystallized distinction is taken into account. Table 35 presents results from 
these analyses. For all results reported below, the Long-Term Storage and Retrieval 
factor is split into Learning Efficiency and Retrieval Fluency subfactors. 
For fluid abilities, the average convergent validity ρ was .57. The average 
divergent validity ρ was .44. Within broad ability domains, convergent validity ρ’s 
between narrow ability factors averaged .13 correlation points higher than divergent 
validity ρ. Within-domain differences between convergent validity ρ’s and divergent 
validity ρ’s ranged from .07 for Visual Processing to .16 for Fluid Ability.  
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For crystallized abilities, the average convergent validity ρ was .79. The average 
divergent validity ρ was .68. Within broad ability domains, convergent validity ρ’s 
between narrow ability factors averaged .11 correlation points higher than divergent 
validity ρ. Within-domain differences between convergent validity ρ’s and divergent 
validity ρ’s ranged from .04 for Comprehension Knowledge to .24 for Quantitative 
Ability.  
More Detailed Descriptions of Divergent Validity Correlations for Narrow 
Ability Factors. This section provides a more detailed description of this study’s 
divergent validity findings. Its primary purpose is to provide greater insight into patterns 
of correlations between narrow abilities that are assigned to different broad abilities in the 
CHC taxonomy. If this level of detail is not desired by the reader, she should feel free to 
proceed to the next section, which discusses factor analytic findings. Results in this 
section are presented separately for each broad ability factor in the CHC taxonomy. 
Fluid Abilities (Gf). Table 16 presents divergent validity findings for narrow 
abilities within the Fluid Ability (Gf) broad factor. Because the CHC taxonomy 
distinguishes between fluid and crystallized abilities, it is worthwhile to consider 
divergent validity correlations with each separately. Divergent validities averaged ρ = .50 
between narrow abilities in the Fluid Ability domain and other Fluid/Information 
Processing abilities. Divergent validities were largest with narrow ability factors from 
Auditory Processing and Visual Processing domains (mean ρ = .55 for both). One notable 
finding was that validity correlations were especially large between fluid abilities and the 
visualization facet of Visual Processing (ρ = .61). Likewise, divergent validity 
correlations were especially large with the working memory facet of Short-Term Memory 
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(ρ = .58; mean ρ = .48 across all narrow abilities in Short Term Memory). Divergent 
validities were smallest with narrow ability factors from the Reaction Time/Decision 
Speed domain (mean ρ = .41).  
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .62 
between narrow abilities in the Fluid Ability domain and Crystallized abilities. Divergent 
validity correlations were particularly large between fluid abilities and Quantitative 
Ability/Knowledge (average ρ = .70). The quantitative reasoning narrow ability facet of 
Fluid Ability correlated ρ = .86 with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge. The induction 
narrow ability facet of Fluid Ability correlated ρ = .70. Moving beyond divergent validity 
correlations with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge, the average divergent validity 
correlation between narrow ability factors in Fluid Ability and Reading & Writing was ρ 
= .60.  The average divergent validity with Comprehension Knowledge was ρ = .61.   
Short-Term Memory (Gsm). Table 20 presents divergent validity findings for 
narrow abilities within the Short-Term Memory (Gsm) broad factor. Divergent validities 
averaged ρ = .41 between narrow abilities in the Short-Term Memory domain and other 
Fluid/Information Processing abilities. The size of divergent validity correlations varied 
depending on the facet of Short-Term Memory examined. Divergent validities with other 
Fluid/Information processing abilities were highest for working memory capacity (mean 
ρ = .51). Divergent validities were lower for memory span (mean ρ = .38) and short-term 
meaningful memory (mean ρ = .28). The largest divergent validity correlations were 
observed between working memory and Fluid Abilities (mean ρ = .58). The smallest 
were observed between memory span, short-term meaningful memory, and Visual 
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Processing (mean ρ = .31 for memory span; mean ρ = .21 for short-term meaningful 
memory).  
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .44 
between narrow abilities in the Short-Term Memory domain and Crystallized abilities. As 
occurred with divergent validities for the Fluid/Information Processing domain, divergent 
validity correlations with Crystallized abilities were particularly large for working 
memory capacity (average ρ = .59) as compared with memory span (average ρ = .46) and 
short-term meaningful memory (average ρ = .31).  One notable finding was particularly 
large correlations between working memory capacity and Quantitative 
Ability/Knowledge (ρ = .73). Otherwise, divergent validity correlations were similar with 
different Crystallized Ability domains—Reading & Writing (ρ = .50), Comprehension 
Knowledge (ρ = .47), and Quantitative Ability/Knowledge (ρ = .46). 
Long-Term Storage & Retrieval—Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE). Table 20 
presents divergent validity findings for narrow abilities within the Learning Efficiency 
(Glr-LE) broad factor. Divergent validities averaged ρ = .40 between narrow abilities in 
the Learning Efficiency domain and other Fluid/Information Processing abilities. The 
highest divergent validities were observed with the Short-Term Memory domain (mean ρ 
= .49). The lowest divergent validities were observed with the Reaction Time/Decision 
Speed and Visual Processing domains (mean ρ = .36 for each), as well as Retrieval 
Fluency (mean ρ = .32).  
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .45 
between narrow abilities in the Learning Efficiency domain and Crystallized abilities. No 
clear trend emerged in terms of differential divergent validities across Crystallized ability 
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domains. Correlations were somewhat larger with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge and 
Comprehension Knowledge, compared with Reading & Writing. Divergent validities 
averages ρ = .51 with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge, ρ = .49 with Comprehension 
Knowledge, and ρ = .43 with Reading & Writing.  
Long-Term Storage & Retrieval—Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF). Table 21 presents 
divergent validity findings for narrow abilities within the Retrieval Fluency (Glr-RF) 
broad factor. Divergent validities averaged ρ = .41 between narrow abilities in the 
Retrieval Fluency domain and other Fluid/Information Processing abilities. The largest 
divergent validity correlations were found with Reaction Time/Decision Speed (mean ρ = 
.48), Fluid Ability (mean ρ = .46), and Processing Speed (mean ρ = .45). The smallest 
divergent validity correlations were found for Short Term Memory (mean ρ = .38), 
Auditory Processing (mean ρ = .33), and Learning Efficiency (mean ρ = .32). 
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .57 
between narrow abilities in the Retrieval Fluency domain and Crystallized abilities. 
Correlations were generally larger with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge and 
Comprehension Knowledge, compared with Reading & Writing. Divergent validities 
averages ρ = .60 with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge, ρ = .58 with Comprehension 
Knowledge, and ρ = .48 with Reading & Writing.  
Visual Processing (Gv). Table 22 presents divergent validity findings for narrow 
abilities within the Visual Processing (Gv) broad factor. Divergent validities averaged ρ = 
.44 between narrow abilities in the Visual Processing domain and other Fluid/Information 
Processing abilities. The largest divergent validity correlations were found with Fluid 
Ability (mean ρ = .55). Divergent validity correlations with Fluid Ability were especially 
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large for the visualization (ρ = .61), imagery (ρ = .76), closure speed (ρ = .64), and spatial 
scanning (ρ = .57) facets of Visual Processing. An additional finding of note was varying 
patterns of divergent validity correlations with Processing Speed. Larger divergent 
validities were observed for spatial scanning (ρ = .62), imagery (ρ = .52), and speed of 
closure (ρ = .50). Smaller divergent validities were observed for visualization (ρ = .40), 
visual memory (ρ = .42), and flexibility of closure (ρ = .33).  
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .45 
between narrow abilities in the Visual Processing domain and Crystallized abilities. 
Divergent validity correlations were larger for Quantitative Ability/Knowledge (mean ρ = 
.57) than for Comprehension Knowledge (mean ρ = .44) or Reading and Writing (mean ρ 
= .39). Examples of large divergent validity correlations with Quantitative 
Ability/Knowledge include closure speed (ρ = .69), imagery (ρ = .64), and visualization 
(ρ = .52). 
Auditory Processing (Ga). Table 23 presents divergent validity findings for 
narrow abilities within the Auditory Processing (Ga) broad factor. Divergent validities 
averaged ρ = .49 between narrow abilities in the Auditory Processing domain and other 
Fluid/Information Processing abilities. The largest divergent validity correlations were 
found with Fluid Ability (mean ρ = .55). The smallest divergent validity correlations 
were found with Reaction Time & Decision Speed (mean ρ = .38).  
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .56 
between narrow abilities in the Auditory Processing domain and Crystallized abilities. No 
divergent validity correlations with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge were available. 
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Divergent validity correlations were similar with Reading & Writing (mean ρ = .58) and 
Comprehension Knowledge (mean ρ = .54).  
Processing Speed (Gs). Table 24 presents divergent validity findings for narrow 
abilities within the Processing Speed (Gs) broad factor. Divergent validities averaged ρ = 
.45 between narrow abilities in the Processing Speed domain and other Fluid/Information 
Processing abilities. The largest divergent validity correlations were observed with 
Auditory Processing (mean ρ = .53) and Reaction Time & Decision Speed (mean ρ = 
.52). The smallest divergent validity correlations were observed with Short Term 
Memory (mean ρ = .38) and Long-Term Storage—Learning Efficiency (mean ρ = .38).  
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .39 
between narrow abilities in the Processing Speed domain and Crystallized abilities. 
Divergent validity correlations were higher with Reading & Writing (mean ρ = .50) than 
for Comprehension Knowledge (mean ρ = .43) and Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
(mean ρ = .44). The large average divergent correlation with Reading and Writing was 
due in part to high correlations between reading speed and Reading and Writing (ρ = .65). 
A similar phenomenon occurred for divergent validity correlations with Quantitative 
Ability/Knowledge. The number facility (ρ = .60) and pattern recognition (ρ = .58) facets 
of Perceptual Speed each correlated highly with the Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
domain.  
Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt). Table 25 presents divergent validity findings 
for narrow abilities within the Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt) broad factor. Divergent 
validities averaged ρ = .41 between narrow abilities in the Reaction and Decision Speed 
domain and other Fluid/Information Processing abilities. The largest divergent validity 
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correlations were observed with Retrieval Fluency (ρ = .48). The smallest divergent 
validity correlations were observed with Short-Term Memory (ρ = .34).  
Turning to the crystallized ability domain, divergent validities averaged ρ = .40 
between narrow abilities in the Reaction and Decision Speed domain and Crystallized 
abilities. No divergent validity correlations with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge were 
available. Divergent validity correlations were similar with Comprehension Knowledge 
(mean ρ = .40) and Reading and Writing (mean ρ = .39).  
Quantitative Ability (Gq). Table 27 presents divergent validity findings for narrow 
abilities within the Quantitative Ability (Gq) broad factor. Because relationships between 
Quantitative Ability and abilities in the Fluid/Information Processing domains have 
already been discussed, only divergent validity relationships with other Crystallized 
abilities will be described here. Divergent validities averaged ρ = .67 between narrow 
abilities in the Quantitative Ability/Knowledge domain and other Crystallized abilities. 
Divergent validity correlations were similar with Comprehension Knowledge (mean ρ = 
.66) and Reading and Writing (mean ρ = .64). 
Reading and Writing (Grw). Table 29 presents divergent validity findings for 
narrow abilities within the Reading and Writing (Grw) broad factor. Because 
relationships between Reading and Writing and abilities in the Fluid/Information 
Processing domains have already been discussed, only divergent validity relationships 
with other Crystallized abilities will be described here. Divergent validities averaged ρ = 
.71 between narrow abilities in the Reading and Writing domain and other Crystallized 
abilities. Divergent validity correlations were somewhat larger with Comprehension 
Knowledge (mean ρ = .71) than with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge (mean ρ = .64). A 
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particularly large correlation was observed between the reading comprehension facet of 
Reading and Writing and Comprehension Knowledge (mean ρ = .81). 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc). Table 30 presents divergent validity findings for 
narrow abilities within the Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) broad factor. Because 
relationships between Comprehension Knowledge and abilities in the Fluid/Information 
Processing domains have already been discussed, only divergent validity relationships 
with other Crystallized abilities will be described here. Divergent validities averaged ρ = 
.71 between narrow abilities in the Comprehension Knowledge domain and other 
Crystallized abilities. Divergent validity correlations were somewhat larger with Reading 
and Writing (mean ρ = .71) than with Quantitative Ability/Knowledge (mean ρ = .66). A 
particularly large correlation was observed between the communication ability facet of 
Comprehension Knowledge and Reading and Writing (mean ρ = .84). 
Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn). Detailed discussion of domain-specific 
knowledge is omitted from this section—this ability domain is discussed in greater detail 
when describing factor analytic results in the next section. 
 Factor-Analyses of Narrow Ability Domains. Factor analysis requires that 
correlation matrices do not contain missing data. In the present study, a large amount of 
missing data was encountered in the meta-analytic correlation matrix. Because of the 
large amount of missing data, a two-stage process was adopted for conducting factor 
analyses. Within each stage, missing data was eliminated to create complete correlation 
matrices. For all factor analyses, only correlations with k ≥ 3 and N ≥ 500, or otherwise N 
≥ 2,000 regardless of k, are used. This was done to enhance the stability of correlations 
contributing to the factor analyses.  
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For the first stage of analyses, factor analyses were conducted for narrow factors 
within each separate broad factor. Results from these analyses indicate which narrow 
ability factors best represent their respective broad factors. Table 36 through Table 42 
present results from these analyses.28 The best indicators of each broad factor are bolded 
in these tables. In one case, factor analysis indicated that a broad factor (Domain Specific 
Knowledge) should be split into two sub-factors (Hard Science/Mechanical Knowledge 
and Artistic/Humanities Knowledge). As such, Domain Specific Knowledge is split into 
these two sub-factors below. The best indicators for each broad factor, along with factor 
loadings, were: 
• Fluid Ability (Gf): Induction (.92) 
• Visual Processing (Gv): Visualization (.88) 
• Processing Speed (Gs): Scanning (.92), Pattern Recognition (.87) 
• Reading and Writing (Grw): Inconclusive (all possessed similar loadings) 
• Comprehension Knowledge (Gc): Lexical Knowledge (.96), General Verbal 
Information (.92) 
• Domain-Specific Knowledge—Mechanical/Hard Sciences (Gkn--MHS):  
Realistic Knowledge (Applied; .99), Mechanical Knowledge (.90) 
• Domain-Specific Knowledge—Arts/Humanities (Gkn—AH): Artistic 
Knowledge (.98), Culinary Knowledge (.98), Conventional Knowledge (.90), 
Life Science Knowledge (Applied; .80) 
                                                          
28 For some broad factors it was not possible to create a complete correlation matrix after eliminating 
missing data. Tables for these factors are not reported, because no factor analyses were possible. 
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For the second stage of analyses, all narrow ability factors were factor analyzed 
together. Separating the second stage of analyses from the first stage was necessitated by 
the pattern of missing data in the correlation matrix—correlations relevant to first stage 
analyses would have been eliminated if the first stage had not been kept separate from the 
second stage. More generally, missing data resulted in intractable data analysis problems 
when attempting to analyze all narrow ability factors together. Because of missing data, it 
was not possible to construct a complete meta-analytic correlation matrix in which all 
broad factor domains were represented. As an alternative, single-test indicators of broad 
factors were pulled into the analysis to shore up areas of the correlation matrix where 
missing data prevented the use of narrow factors to represent a broad ability factor. 
Because there are many ways that this could be accomplished, the factors present in a 
large multi-factor cognitive test battery (the Woodcock-Johnson) were used as a guide for 
this task. 
Results from the second stage of factor analyses are presented in Table 46. A 
smoothing algorithm (Knol & Berge, 1989) was used to address issues encountered with 
a non-positive definite matrix. The original correlation matrix before smoothing is 
presented in Table 43, the smoothed matrix in Table 44, and data on the magnitude of 
changes in correlations between these matrices in Table 45. As an alternative to the 
smoothed data, it was also observed that the Woodcock-Johnson cognitive test battery 
contains representative tests from a large number of narrow ability factors covering 
almost all broad factors in the Stanek-Ones taxonomy. Factor analyses were also 
conducted using only tests from this battery. The meta-analytic correlation matrix using 
only tests from the Woodcock-Johnson is presented in Table 47, and factor analyses 
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presented in Table 48. No issues with non-positive definite matrices were encountered 
when using only the Woodcock-Johnson data.  
Across both sets of factor analyses, cognitive abilities tended to cleave together in 
ways suggested by the Stanek-Ones taxonomy. Separate factors were observed for 
crystallized verbal abilities, fluid/visualization abilities, and perceptual speed in each 
analysis. In the Woodcock-Johnson analysis, separate factors were also observed for 
short-term memory and retrieval fluency. Taken as a whole, these analyses suggest that 
the Stanek-Ones compendium’s CHC-based taxonomy is a reasonable map of the 
cognitive ability domain. However, one finding suggestive of an area where further 
improvements could be made is the tendency of quantitative knowledge factors to cleave 
together with fluid abilities. This tendency coincides with rather high correlations (above 
.80) between the Fluid—Quantitative Reasoning narrow factor and narrow factors in the 
quantitative knowledge domain. 
Broad Ability Factors 
Meta-analytic results for inter-correlations between broad ability factors are 
presented in Table 49 through Table 62. The Stanek-Ones compendium’s taxonomy of 
broad cognitive ability factors was used to determine how to assign tests to broad ability 
factors.29 A test could be coded as representing a broad ability factor if either (a) the test 
was categorized as a direct measure of the broad ability factor in the Stanek-Ones 
compendium, or (b) the test was categorized as measuring a narrow ability factor that is a 
                                                          
29 It would also be possible to examine broad factor correlations using the phi (factor correlation) matrix 
from the factor analyses discussed previously. The current approach was considered preferable due to the 
large amount of missing data in the narrow factor correlation matrix. A larger amount of data could be 
brought to bear using the current approach. For the interested reader, phi matrices (factor-analytic estimates 
of factor correlations) are included in tables 46 and 48. 
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sub-facet of the broad factor in question. Analyses in the previous section identified some 
narrow ability factors that function as the most representative indicators of their 
respective broad factor. Where this occurred, only tests from these “best indicator” 
narrow ability factors were used to represent their respective broad factors.30  
Factor-Analysis of Broad Ability Factors. Correlations between broad ability 
factors are presented construct-by-construct in Table 49 through Table 62, and as a meta-
analytic correlation matrix in Table 63. Statistical criteria did not agree on the number of 
factors to extract, with Velicar’s MAP, VSS, and a large first eigenvalue suggesting 
single-factor solutions, whereas parallel analysis suggested a multifactor solution. 
Accordingly, to provide the most complete picture of the data results from both single-
factor and multi-factor solutions will be discussed. Table 64 presents results from the 
single-factor solution. For the single-factor solution, the highest factor loadings were 
obtained by Comprehension Knowledge (.94), Reading and Writing (.85), Fluid Ability 
(.81), and Quantitative Ability (.81). The lowest factor loadings were for Processing 
Speed (.36) and Short-Term Memory (.52).   
Factor-analytic results for a multi-factor solution are presented in Table 65. To 
distinguish between g loadings and loadings on group factors these results are presented 
after a Schmid-Leiman transformation (cf. Carroll, 1993). When analyzed in this way the 
highest g-loadings were similar to those observed earlier. The three highest loadings were 
obtained for Comprehension Knowledge (.85), Reading and Writing (.77), and Fluid 
                                                          
30 All analyses have also been repeated using all tests assigned to each broad ability factor in the Stanek-
Ones compendium, as opposed to only the narrow factors established as best representatives of their 
respective broad factors. Results from these supplemental analyses were almost identical to those discussed 
below, and would not change the conclusions drawn from the data. 
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Ability (.76). The lowest g-loadings were once again obtained for Processing Speed (.38) 
and Short-Term Memory (.48). In addition, it is noteworthy that separate factors emerged 
for Crystallized and Fluid abilities in these analyses. 
Age and g-Saturation   
Table 66 presents results from analyses that examined the g saturation of broad 
ability factors across the lifespan. When g saturation was operationalized using the first 
eigenvalue of a principal components solution, it on average accounted for 58% of the 
variance in broad ability factors. This result was similar across age groups. One way of 
showing similarity across age groups is to compute the standard deviation of g saturation 
across age groups. In this sample, this standard deviation was 2%. Likewise, the largest 
difference in g-saturation across the age groups examined was 4% (60% for age 14-19; 
56% for age 20-39). Results were also quite similar when g was operationalized as the 
first factor from a common factor model. Although average g saturation was lower for 
this analysis (53%), the standard deviation across age (2%) and largest difference in g-
saturation across age groups (4%) were like those discussed previously.  
DISCUSSION 
 Cognitive abilities have been described as among the most important traits for 
success in work, school, and life (Deary, 2001; Gottfredson, 1997). Based on sizable 
correlations between cognitive abilities and outcomes in these domains, some have 
argued that cognitive abilities research is the single most valuable contribution that 
psychologists have made to societal functioning (Cronbach, 1970). However, despite 
broad agreement surrounding the importance of cognitive abilities, the appropriate 
taxonomy for organizing the numerous abilities that have been identified remains a topic 
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of debate (e.g., the Kit of Factor-Referenced test formerly published by ETS identifies 72 
separate narrow abilities [ETS, 1976]; Carroll [1993] and later CHC taxonomy authors 
[McGrew, 2009] identify 98). It is the current author’s belief that lack of a unifying 
compendium that classifies cognitive ability tests into cognitive ability factors has been 
one historical impediment to addressing these taxonomic questions. A second 
impediment has been the lack of large-scale meta-analytic cumulation of correlations 
between cognitive tests/factors. The largest such effort to date (Carroll, 1993) relied on 
subjective combination of information gleaned from 400+ factor analyses. Considering 
research suggesting that human beings are unreliable when combining information 
(Karalaia & Hogarth, 2008) and possess limits on their ability to process large quantities 
of information (Cowan, 2010), it should not be assumed that a different researcher would 
arrive at the same conclusions if Carroll’s (1993) study were repeated. An algorithmic 
approach relying on meta-analytic methods reduces subjectivity involved in arriving at 
conclusions.  
 Results from the present study advance this literature in three main ways. First, 
results provide initial support and validation for the Stanek-Ones compendiums’ sorting 
of tests into cognitive ability factors. Second, results provide the first large-scale meta-
analytic cumulation of cognitive ability inter-correlations. These correlations may have 
value on their own in some instances, such as for examining narrow hypotheses regarding 
ability inter-correlations (e.g., that Long-Term Storage and Retrieval should be split into 
sub-factors, based on MTMM data). The full meta-analytic database compiled for this 
project will also be made available at a future date so that researchers may tailor meta-
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analyses to their own research questions. Third, factor analyses of meta-analytic data 
directly address questions surrounding the factor structure of cognitive abilities.    
Validation of Stanek-Ones Compendium 
 Results from the present study provide support for the Stanek-Ones 
compendium’s classification of cognitive ability tests into cognitive ability factors. 
Within-factor convergent validity between tests classified into the same narrow ability 
factors was on average .78. This finding suggests that the Stanek-Ones’ classification of 
tests into narrow ability factors is reasonable. Furthermore, MTMM analyses that 
examined across-factor convergence between narrow abilities situated under the same 
broad factor revealed promising patterns of findings—convergent validities generally 
were larger than divergent validities by an average of .10-.15 points. Factor analyses 
based on tests classified into ability constructs using the Stanek-Ones compendium 
likewise produced meaningful patterns of findings that adhered to expectations derived 
from previous taxonomic work in the cognitive ability domain.  
For the purposes of validating the Stanek-Ones compendium, the most important 
thing to keep in mind is that none of these outcomes were guaranteed in advance. Finding 
consistent and meaningful patterns of correlations within and between ability factors—as 
occurred in this study—required the Stanek-Ones compendium’s classification scheme to 
possess a reasonable degree of accuracy in its linkage of tests to ability factors.         
 Importance of Validating Stanek-Ones Compendium. Taxonomies provide 
meaningful schemes for grouping psychological traits. However, a taxonomy does not 
provide information on how to categorize measures or tests into the factors/groupings 
identified by the taxonomy. Compendia are needed for this purpose (Stanek & Ones, 
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2017). Compendia provide a key that can be used to link test scores to cognitive factors 
identified by taxonomies. Without compendia to summarize the linkage between 
measures and factors, idiosyncratic categorization of measures is likely. Such 
idiosyncrasies abound in industrial-organizational psychology (ibid.). The Stanek-Ones 
compendium provides structure and unity in linking cognitive tests to cognitive factors. 
By doing so it mitigates against inappropriate categorization of measures into factors, and 
facilitates the development of a cumulative science. 
 Although the Stanek-Ones compendium addresses an important need in the 
literature, the validity of its categorization of test scores into cognitive factors should be 
established empirically rather than merely assumed. Results from the present study 
provide such empirical support for the compendium. Accordingly, the field of industrial-
organizational psychology would benefit from increased use of this compendium in the 
future. In terms of improving the compendium, the greatest current needs are to increase 
the number of tests present in the compendium and to develop guidelines for researchers 
to use for provisionally classifying tests that are not yet present in the compendium.  
Cognitive Ability Structure 
Recently, scholars have debated the most desirable taxonomy to use for 
organizing cognitive abilities. A complete answer to this question is beyond the scope of 
a single study. Things that must be considered include similarities in patterns of change 
and development across the lifespan, behavioral genetic findings, insights from brain 
imaging and neuroscience, whether abilities are similarly modifiable by training or 
otherwise share similar etiology, impact of different taxonomies on end-user behavior of 
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scientists and practitioners,31 and correlational evidence such as that provided by MTMM 
methods and factor analysis. The present results only speak to the last of these criteria.  
In general, results from this study corresponded to what would be expected based 
on CHC theory. It is worth noting up front that a direct statistical comparison of CHC and 
VPR-based models was not undertaken due to concerns over the more nascent stage of 
taxonomic work on the VPR (e.g., lack of taxonomic work linking narrow cognitive 
abilities to VPR broad factors), and a desire to let the data “speak for itself” via 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Nonetheless, EFA results generally coincided with 
CHC predictions. Separate factors for fluid and crystallized abilities were found—and 
notably, this separation was observed both for factor analyses of narrow abilities into 
broad factors, and when factor analyzing broad abilities into an intermediary stratum 
between broad abilities and g. Furthermore, although perceptual speed groups together 
with fluid abilities and mechanical reasoning to form a Perceptual factor in the VPR 
taxonomy (Johnson & Bouchard, 2005; Johnson et al., 2007), perceptual speed formed its 
own factor in the present study.  
More generally, the broad ability factors that were identified through EFA tended 
to correspond to factors present in the CHC taxonomy. For example, crystallized abilities 
split into separate factors for Crystallized Knowledge (Gc), Reading and Writing (Grw), 
and Math Knowledge (Gq) in ways predicted by CHC. Furthermore, in some cases where 
a broad ability factor contained in the CHC taxonomy did not emerge, narrow abilities 
that were grouped a priori into the unrealized broad factor “travelled together” in factor 
                                                          
31 Put succinctly—will the taxonomy lead people to do ill-advised things? As one example, a taxonomy 
that fails to consider the decline in fluid abilities across the lifespan could leave practitioners with a “blind 
spot” if adopted widely. This blind spot could beget lawsuits.  
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analytic results. A prime example occurred for Short-Term Memory (Gsm). The narrow 
ability factors grouped a priori together into this broad factor “travelled together” across 
various factor analyses—including when alternative EFA models (+/- 1 factor beyond 
those tabled in the results section; alternative factoring methods) were fit to the data. 
These types of results suggest that some broad ability factors were collapsed into other 
broad ability factors in the factor analyses, perhaps due to having fewer indicators than 
were present for other factors.  
Although more rudimentary, the MTMM analyses that were used to validate the 
Stanek-Ones taxonomy also provide support for agglomeration of narrow abilities into 
CHC-based factors.32 These analyses found that convergent validities were larger than 
divergent validities when narrow ability factors were sorted into the CHC’s broad ability 
factors. This finding is consistent with what would be expected based on the CHC 
taxonomy.   
Unsupported CHC predictions. Although it is the author’s opinion that the 
current results in general match predictions from the CHC model, not all predictions 
following from the CHC taxonomy were supported in the present study. For three factors 
in particular, results did not support CHC predictions. These factors were quantitative 
abilities, visual processing, and long-term storage and retrieval.  
Quantitative ability/knowledge (Gq—a crystallized ability) correlated highly with 
fluid abilities in the present study. Correlations were especially high between quantitative 
ability/knowledge and fluid ability—numerical reasoning. This finding contrasts with 
                                                          
32 For this analysis, it is important to note that a corresponding test of MTMM for VPR was not conducted, 
due to lack of clarity regarding how narrow ability factors map onto VPR broad/second-stratum factors. 
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what would be expected based on CHC theory, where quantitative ability/knowledge is 
grouped together with other knowledge domains. It is possible that quantitative 
ability/knowledge and fluid reasoning are in fact highly correlated at the construct level. 
However, it is also possible that measurement deficiencies are partly to blame for the 
high correlations observed in this study. In particular, items found in quantitative 
ability/knowledge tests can often seem quite like those found in numerical reasoning 
tests. Future research should examine item-level correlations between quantitative 
ability/knowledge tests, numerical reasoning tests, and inductive/deductive reasoning 
tests to shed additional light on the possibility that measurement issues are driving 
correlations between fluid abilities and quantitative ability/knowledge. 
Although the CHC theory includes a single factor for Visualization (Gv), support 
for this factor was middling in the present study. MTMM-based support for this factor 
was weaker than for other broad ability factors. Likewise, EFA generally produced 
solutions where the visualization sub-facet of this broad Visualization factor grouped 
together with fluid abilities,33 while the visual memory sub-facet of Visualization 
grouped together with memory tests or crystallized abilities.34 The finding that the 
visualization sub-facet groups together with fluid abilities in EFA solutions supports 
predictions from the VPR taxonomy. In this taxonomy, these traits are grouped together 
within a higher-order Perceptual factor (Johnson et al., 2007).  
A third area where predictions from CHC theory were not supported involved the 
Long-Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr) broad factor. Support for a single over-arching 
                                                          
33 Grouping of the visualization sub-facet of Visualization with fluid abilities might be expected if both Gf 
and visualization correlate highly with—and serve as indicators of—g.  
34 Data was not sufficient to include other sub-facets of Visualization in factor analyses. 
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Long-Term Storage and Retrieval factor was poor in this study. MTMM analyses showed 
higher divergent validity (.47) than convergent validity (.43) for this factor. EFA 
solutions likewise split narrow abilities categorized into Long-Term Storage and 
Retrieval into separate factors. Results from this study unequivocally indicate that a 
single Long-Term Storage and Retrieval factor is not supported by data. Rather, a better 
solution is to split Long-Term Storage and Retrieval into separate Learning Efficiency 
and Retrieval Fluency sub-facets. Learning Efficiency corresponds to the rate at which an 
individual can learn and store of new information in long-term memory (Stanek & Ones, 
in press). Retrieval Fluency corresponds to the rate at which an individual can access 
information already stored in long-term memory (ibid.). Consistent with predictions from 
the VPR taxonomy, the present study found a cross-loading for Retrieval Fluency onto a 
higher-order crystallized factor when conducting EFA on broad ability factors. In 
addition, EFA conducted on narrow ability factors produced solutions that grouped 
Retrieval Fluency sub-facets with processing speed, which provides a meta-analytic 
replication of a finding previously reported by Jewsbury and Bowden (2016) based on 
factor analyses of primary data. Taken together these findings suggest that Retrieval 
Fluency may reflect a confluence of crystallized knowledge present in memory, and 
processing speed to enable quick retrieval of this information from memory. The splitting 
of a broad Retrieval Fluency factor into Learning Efficiency and Retrieval Fluency 
subfactors justifies and mirrors the recent proposal by Kevin McGrew to split this broad 
ability into these subfactors (see http://www.iqscorner.com/2017/07/cattell-horn-carroll-
chc-theory-of.html).   
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Other Reasons to Favor CHC. Factor analysis should not be the only 
consideration when creating taxonomies of ability factors. For psychologists working in 
industry an equally important consideration is the change in test scores over the lifespan. 
A major concern for organizations in the United States is whether test scores are 
equivalent for candidates who are members of protected groups. One such protected 
group is employees aged 40 and above. From this perspective one major advantage of the 
CHC is that it groups together abilities that have similar aging curves. This feature of the 
taxonomy allows applied psychologists to readily evaluate which classes of tests may 
create adverse impact risk given typical applicant populations for jobs in their 
organization. Identifying early of those classes of tests are risks for adverse impact allows 
practitioners to be proactive in requesting data from test vendors about adverse impact in 
comparable organizations, or otherwise selecting other classes of tests that are not 
adverse impact risks.  
Where do we go from here? The current study provides support for many 
predictions from the CHC taxonomy, while also identifying areas in need of 
improvement. A reasonable question to ask is what a useful future course for research in 
this domain might look like. In the author’s opinion the most useful course of action 
would be to modify the CHC taxonomy based on the present results, rather than creating 
a new taxonomy wholesale (e.g., the field has no need of a Stanek-Ones-Kostal taxonomy 
separate from the CHC and Vernon/VPR models). The first modification that needs to be 
made is to split the Long-Term Storage and Retrieval factor into the sub-factors discussed 
previously. Results from EFA did not give many reasons to consider moving the 
Learning Efficiency factor away from its current position as an information processing 
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factor in the CHC. This is not the case for Retrieval Fluency. High cross-loadings on 
crystallized knowledge factors (in addition to high loadings on information processing 
factors) suggest that serious consideration should be given to where this factor sits in the 
CHC taxonomy. It is possible that the underlying psychological factors that facilitate 
performance on tests of Retrieval Fluency span both crystallized and information 
processing domains. High scores may be a function both of the quantity and chunking of 
knowledge in long term memory, as well as processing speed and the ability to think “on 
the fly” to create new ideas out of pre-existing ideas. With regards to chunking, it is 
worthwhile to note that current consensus in cognitive psychology suggests that only 3-5 
chunks of information can be held in awareness at any one time (Cowan, 2010). When 
Retrieval Fluency tests are timed, holding a greater amount of information in awareness 
at once may provide the dual benefit of increasing the amount of information that can be 
immediately spilled onto the test page, as well as increasing the number of ideas or words 
in immediate awareness that can be combined to create new ideas. 
Cognitive Abilities across the Lifespan—the Age-Differentiation Hypothesis 
The age differentiation hypothesis states that relationships between cognitive 
abilities differ across the lifespan. Although this hypothesis can take many forms, in the 
present study focus was limited to whether the g-saturation of cognitive abilities differs 
across the lifespan. This was operationalized using the proportion of variance in a set of 
cognitive ability factors that can be explained by the first principal component of their 
inter-correlation matrix, or otherwise the first factor extracted in a principal axis factor 
analysis. In the current study results did not provide support for age differentiation thus 
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operationalized. Rather, the total amount of variance across abilities accounted for by g is 
relatively constant across age. 
 The finding that g saturation does not differ by age has implications for industrial-
organizational psychology. There is a long history of investigations into whether non-g 
abilities can provide incremental predictive power beyond g (e.g., Hunter, 1983; Ree & 
Earles, 1994). Changes in incremental predictive power can come from two sources—
changes in correlations between g and other abilities, or changes in the strength of 
correlations between g, non-g abilities, and criteria. The finding that g-saturation of 
abilities does not notably change over the lifespan suggests that changes in incremental 
predictive power across age groups is unlikely absent changes in predictive validities.  
Limitations 
Missing Artifact Values. Although attempts were made to obtain population 
mean and SD values for all tests contributing correlations to the meta-analytic database, 
population normative data for some tests could not be obtained. Common reasons 
included test manuals not including population normative data, university interlibrary 
loan not being able to obtain test manuals, and inability to find a vendor from which to 
buy test manuals when these manuals could not be loaned. It is possible that artifact 
distributions would differ if this information were available. Nonetheless, a large amount 
of artifact information was still present in the meta-analytic database (see, for example, N 
and k for artifact distributions). As such, although it is possible that more information on 
artifacts would alter meta-analytic results, the probability of this creating problems for 
the current study does not appear to be greater than that typical for most meta-analyses in 
the research literature.  
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Unexamined Moderators. It is possible that moderators not examined in the 
present study could shed additional light on results. For example, whether a test was 
designed for individual administration (e.g., WAIS) or group administration (e.g., 
ASVAB) could have an impact on correlations between tests. In the present study the 
author was not able to code features of test development in a way that would allow 
investigation of these possibilities. However, the finding that results from the Woodcock-
Johnson (an individually-administered tests) produced similar factor-analytic findings to 
results obtained using the entire meta-analytic database provides some assurance that this 
feature of tests does not confound results.  
 Coding Scheme used to Classify Tests. Two limitations stem from the coding 
scheme used to classify tests. The first is that some tests present in the meta-analytic 
database do not appear in the Stanek-Ones compendium. These tests were not included in 
the present study. Even with these tests omitted, however, results from this study are still 
based on data from roughly 1,000 cognitive tests spanning over 150 separate test 
batteries.  
 A second potential criticism of the classification scheme used in this study is that 
the Stanek-Ones compendium is based on the CHC taxonomy (Stanek & Ones, 2017). 
While this is true, it is also true that most of the debate surrounding cognitive ability 
taxonomies has focused on broad factors at a stratum immediately below g. Serious 
debate regarding the appropriate partitioning of narrower factors is rare. As such, using 
the Stanek-Ones taxonomy to classify narrow ability factors should not be considered 
problematic. In the present study the use of broad ability factors based on the CHC 
taxonomy only occurred after empirically verifying the plausibility of this factor structure 
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for broad abilities using EFA and MTMM on narrow ability factors. As such, this aspect 
of the study should also not be considered problematic, as CHC-based predictions were 
tested rather than assumed. In addition, no compendium comparable to the Stanek-Ones 
taxonomy exists for classifying tests into the VPR taxonomy, and the literature linking 
tests to factors in this taxonomy is still nascent (cf. ETS Kit of Factor-Referenced Tests 
for an example of this type of endeavor in the CHC framework). That is, there does not 
currently exist any set of “best practice” guidelines for classifying tests into factors 
contained in the VPR.  
Other Sources of Data. Some of the world’s data on cognitive ability tests was 
undoubtedly missed during the literature search. Studies from non-Western sources 
proved particularly difficult to find. It is possible that the use of search engines developed 
in the United States impeded finding these studies.  
Although extensive efforts were made to obtain unpublished data from test 
manuals and technical reports published online, test vendors were not contacted for data 
to provide to the present study. The choice to delay contacting vendors was pragmatic in 
nature. Providing unpublished data to researchers takes time and costs organizations 
money. The author considered it more likely that test publishers would be willing to 
provide data after successful completion of the PhD, when a manuscript is already under 
review with a journal. Although this approach could raise concerns about publication 
bias, such fears are likely unnecessary. The data included in the present study relied 
extensively on population normative samples, and unpublished technical reports, and 
published test manuals. Roughly half of the total N in the meta-analytic database consists 
of population normative data. A sizable amount of the remaining N is accounted for by 
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technical reports and test manuals. Published journal articles contribute a notable 
minority of the total N present in the meta-analytic database.  
A final limitation of the present study is the sparse representation of working 
memory tests in the meta-analytic database. A primary reason for this sparsity is that 
when coding studies, priority was given to those which (i) used professionally-created 
and validated test batteries (e.g., ASVAB, DAT, GATB, WAIS, Woodcock-Johnson, 
etc.), (ii) used experimental test batteries created by cognitive testing professionals (e.g., 
experimental military tests, or tests created by research organizations such as ETS), (iii) 
contained population-normative samples, (iv) contained information on large numbers of 
separate cognitive tests, or (v) involved large sample sizes. Working memory tests are, in 
general, under-represented in studies fitting these criteria. As a result, working memory 
tests are also under-represented in the meta-analytic database. It is worthwhile to note 
that this under-representation of working memory tests is an artifact of the cutoff date for 














Predictive Power of Cognitive Abilities in Work Settings:  
A Comprehensive Meta-Analytic Update 
“From the point of view of practical value, 
the most important property of a personnel 
selection method is the predictive 
validity.” 
Frank L. Schmidt & John Hunter (1998, p. 262) 
This chapter presents results from a series of meta-analyses of cognitive ability 
predictive validities for job performance criteria. The goals of these meta-analyses were 
to (1) provide a comprehensive update to the literature on linkages between cognitive 
abilities and job performance criteria; (2) determine validity coefficients for cognitive 
abilities against the complete job performance criterion space, as defined by modern 
models of job performance (e.g., Campbell & Wiernik, 2015);  (3) determine the impact 
of separating task performance measures from overall performance measures when 
calculating validity coefficients; (4) determine validity of non-g abilities when abilities 
are classified using a compendium that limits idiosyncratic coding decisions; (5) 
determine whether fluid or crystallized abilities produce higher validities with job 
performance criteria;  (6) determine whether particular subfactors among fluid and 
crystallized abilities (e.g., fluid reasoning, perceptual speed, etc.) possess especially high 
predictive validities for job performance criteria; and (7) determine whether any abilities 





 Predictive validity is the sine quo non for a test to have usefulness in applied 
psychology. Applied psychologists use test results to inform decisions regarding 
employee selection (Ryan. McFarland, & Baron, 1999), student admissions (College 
Board, 2016), or the correct intervention to help individuals overcome difficulties that 
they are experiencing (Schneider & McGrew, 2012). The idea is that a test score can tell 
us something about a person that we could not otherwise know, or at least not as easily 
know. This something could be the probability of performing well on the job, likelihood 
of responding to a certain treatment, or any other event under the sun that we deem 
valuable. Showing a correlation between scores on the predictor and scores on the 
criterion (e.g., job performance, successful response to treatment) establishes the 
appropriateness of drawing predictive inferences from test scores. The resulting 
correlation coefficient is known as a validity coefficient (or more accurately, criterion-
related validity). Higher validities are better. 
 In Chapter 1 (pp. 9-17), we discussed evidence for the predictive validity of g. 
The conclusion was that g predicts a wide range of positive outcomes. The predictive 
power of g often exceeds that found for other traits (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Tests that 
measure g are some of the best predictors of performance in school and at work. In this 
chapter we will expand on these findings. Our focus will be on four facets of this 
literature—recent calls for updating estimates of g’s validity, the importance of increased 
rigor in treatment of the job performance criterion space in validity studies, predictive 
power of non-g abilities (with special focus on differences in prediction between fluid 
and crystallized abilities), and the predictive power of abilities across the lifespan.  
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Validity of g for Predicting Job Performance: Calls for Updating Findings and 
Disentangling the Criterion Space 
 Over a century of research has established g as one of the best (and arguably the 
best excepting job-specific skill and knowledge) predictors of an employee’s future job 
performance (Ones, Dilchert, & Viswesvaran, 2012). Within the scientific literature 
Schmidt et al.’s (2008) validity estimates are frequently cited to justify the importance of 
g (e.g., Gonzalez-Mule et al., 2014; O’Boyle et al., 2011; Bosco et al., 2015). Schmidt et 
al. (2008) base their estimates on results from a large validation project conducted during 
the 1950s, 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s to validate the GATB battery for predicting job 
performance across a wide variety of jobs present in the U.S. economy (e.g., Hunter, 
1980). The major finding from this research is that g predicts performance across the 
spectrum of jobs present in the U.S. economy. Validity estimates are highest for high 
complexity jobs (ρ=.68), then decreases for medium complexity jobs (ρ=.62) and low 
complexity jobs (ρ=.50). The effect size estimates produced by Schmidt et al. (2008) are 
especially important because they are often used to estimate the incremental predictive 
power of non-g traits (e.g., personality, emotional intelligence, etc.) by other meta-
analysts (see Gonzalez-Mule et al., 2014; O’Boyle et al., 2011; Bosco et al., 2015 for 
examples).  
 There are at least two potential weaknesses of using Schmidt et al.’s (2008) 
findings as a gold standard for comparison. The first is that most studies contributing to 
Schmidt et al. (2008) were conducted prior to the 1980s. Although from a scientific 
standpoint this is not necessarily problematic, it does raise the question of whether results 
would remain the same if newer studies were also included in estimates (Cucina, Gast, & 
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Su, 2012). From an applied standpoint updated estimates are also desirable when 
justifying the research basis for cognitive testing to managers and executives, for 
example as data from some job families were not well represented in the GATB database. 
Put differently, the question is whether results generalize outside the context of the 
GATB database. Although subsequent meta-analytic studies have been conducted in this 
domain with other tests, these newer studies have been smaller in scope and the total 
number of samples contributing to meta-analytic estimates rarely falls above 20-50. This 
may explain why no other study has yet to seriously re-estimate the Schmidt et al. (2008) 
and Hunter (1986) results, establishing a more contemporary gold standard for effect size 
estimates.35 
 A second weakness of Schmidt et al.’s (2008) findings is that results are based on 
an earlier study (Hunter, 1986) that was completed before the advent of modern job 
performance models. In modern performance models, job performance is always split 
into at least two meta dimensions—performance of core job tasks and non-task 
performance (e.g., leadership, supportive behaviors towards others, organizational 
citizenship behaviors, avoiding counterproductivity such as theft). Overall performance 
consists of a combination of these distinct aspects of performance. In the studies 
summarized by Schmidt et al. (2008), many samples that were classified as measuring 
overall job performance in fact appear to measure task performance (Sackett, Kaiser, & 
Shewach, 2017). This muddies the interpretation of Schmidt et al.’s (2008) findings of 
                                                          
35 In addition to establishing a more contemporary gold standard for effect size estimates, this study also 
provides value to a literature that currently contains a large number of meta-analyses that separately 
estimate the validity of g (e.g., Lang et al., 2010; Sackett et al., 2017; Salgado et al., 2003; Schmidt et al., 
2008; Van Iddekinge et al., 2017; Vinchur et al., 1998; etc.). A single comprehensive meta-analysis is 
preferable to a large number of separate analyses conducted individually.  
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high correlations between g and overall job performance. This is especially concerning 
when Schmidt et al. (2008)’s effect size estimates are compared to effect sizes for other 
constructs predicting overall job performance. If Schmidt et al. (2008) included task 
performance measures and treated them as indicators of overall performance, it is 
possible that comparisons to Schmidt et al. (2008) are distorted (Sackett et al., 2017). 
  Two goals of the present study are to update Schmidt et al.’s (2008) findings for 
the validity of g for predicting job performance criteria, and provide effect size estimates 
against the full range of factors included in Campbell’s (Campbell & Wiernik, 2015) job 
performance model. An area of focus will be separating task performance measures from 
overall performance measures. For the latter, a secondary focus is separating effect sizes 
for measures that directly ask managers to rate overall job performance (e.g., “overall, 
how would you rate the job performance of employee X”) from measures that combine 
items that separately ask managers to rate employees on task performance and non-task 
performance.  
Research Question 1: What is the size of correlation between g and job performance 
criteria when an updated, comprehensive set of studies is added to the Schmidt et al. 
(2008) GATB validity database? 
Research Question 2: What is the size of correlation between g and the various sub-facets 
of performance contained in the Campbell (Campbell & Wiernik, 2015) job performance 
model? 
Research Question 3: What is the impact of separating overall job performance measures 
from task performance measures when estimating the validity of g? 
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Research Question 4: Do correlations between g and overall performance differ when 
direct measures of overall performance are compared to compound (task vs. non-task 
items) measures of performance? 
Validity of non-g Abilities: Predictive Power of Fluid and Crystallized Abilities 
 The second research focus of the present study is validating non-g measures of 
ability against job performance criteria. An initial question is how the broad factors 
below g (e.g., fluid ability in the CHC model) relate to the job performance outcomes 
described previously. Previous studies examining the correlation between non-g abilities 
and performance criteria have rarely used a rigorous process to assign tests to non-g 
ability factors. A major contribution of the present study is using the Stanek-Ones 
compendium to assign tests to ability factors, thereby minimizing subjectivity in the 
process. Accordingly: 
Research Question 5: How do non-g abilities relate to job performance criteria when tests 
are classified according to the Stanek-Ones compendium and an updated, comprehensive 
sample of studies is used to produce validity estimates? 
 An additional goal of the present study is to determine the relative predictive 
power of fluid and crystallized abilities for job performance criteria. This question was 
recently examined by Postlewaithe (2011). Postlethwaite (2011) hypothesized that 
crystallized abilities would predict job performance better than fluid ability, in part due to 
crystallized abilities reflecting historical levels of motivation in addition to reasoning 
ability. His study found support for these findings.  
 The present study will expand on Postlethwaite (2011) in three ways. First, due 
to workload constraints Postelewaite was not able to analyze all studies identified through 
 114 
his literature search. Instead, a limited subset of around 300 samples was used for 
analyses. Correlations between fluid ability and job performance were estimated using 
only 20 samples, which creates the possibility that findings for this criterion reflect 
second-order sampling error. The present study will expand on Postlewaithe (2011) by 
including a more comprehensive set of studies in analyses.  
 Next, Postlewaithe (2011) combined all types of job performance measures (e.g., 
subjective performance measures, objective outcome measures, etc.) together in analyses. 
This creates the possibility that validity differences between fluid and crystallized 
abilities could reflect differences in the mixture of criteria that were combined to create 
validity estimates, rather than construct-level differences in validity. The present study 
will control for this confound by comparing the validity of fluid and crystallized abilities 
across job performance dimensions separately, rather than combining all performance 
measures into a single overall analysis.  
 Third, Postlewaithe (2011) categorized some tests in ways that do not match the 
Stanek-Ones (2017) compendium’s classification. For example, the Stanek-Ones 
compendium classifies the Employee Aptitude Test—Verbal Reasoning as a measure of 
fluid ability. Postlewaithe (2011) categorized this test as a measure of crystallized ability. 
Accordingly, the present study will examine whether Postlewaithe’s (2011) findings 
persist when the Stanek-Ones compendium is used to classify tests.  
Research Question 5: Do fluid abilities or crystallized abilities produce higher predictive 
validities across the job performance criteria contained in the Campbell (Campbell & 
Wiernik, 2015) model?  
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Research Question 6: Are there particular types of fluid or crystallized abilities that have 
especially high predictive validities? 
Research Question 7: Do Postlewaithe’s (2011) findings persist when the Stanek-Ones 
compendium is used to classify tests?  
Predicting Job Performance across the Lifespan 
 Across the world working populations are aging. In this context an important 
question is whether ability tests retain their predictive power across the lifespan. 
Accordingly: 
Research Question 8: Do the validity of cognitive tests differ depending on the age of 
employees? 
Research Question 9: Are there any ability factors that are especially predictive for older 
workers in selection settings? 
METHODS 
Search Methods 
 The meta-analytic database used for the present study is identical to that used in 
the previous study. The search methods used to create this database have already been 
described previously. As such, they will not be repeated here. 
Final yield.  The final meta-analytic database of samples meeting the inclusion 
criteria described in the previous chapter consisted of 2,356 independent samples from 
1,030 separate research studies (total N = 3,644,876). Out of this total database, 1,799 
independent samples from 622 separate studies (total N = 747,976) contributed data to 
meta-analyses of cognitive ability predictive validities. These samples are the focus of 
this chapter.  
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Coding Procedure and Classifying Constructs 
 Information included. 79 pieces of information were coded for each study in the 
predictive validity database. This information was very similar to that described for the 
previous study. The primary exceptions occurred in the need to code different moderator 
information, and in the collection of detailed notes on the criteria used in each study 
present in the predictive validity database. For example, verbatim descriptions of the 
criteria used within each included study were collected and coded. A full list of all coded 
information is provided in Table 67 
 Population Values for Artifacts. Procedures used for gathering and coding 
artifact information were identical to those described for the previous study. One 
exception occurred when classifying reliability values into those computed using range-
restricted and those computed using unrestricted samples. For the present study only 
reliability values computed using job incumbents were treated as restricted. All others 
were treated as unrestricted. This change in coding scheme only affects how non-
normative (“convenience”) community samples are treated. In the present study 
reliability values from these samples are treated as unrestricted. The reason for this 
change is that job incumbents make up a notably larger proportion of samples in the 
present study relative to the previous study. Considering this difference, it was deemed 
most appropriate to group community samples with other types of samples that are less 
restricted in g than would typically be expected of job incumbents. 
 Data quality. Data quality checks for this study were identical to those used in 
the previous study, and so will not be described again. 
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Classifying cognitive tests. The cognitive test classification scheme used for this 
study was identical to that used in the previous study.  
Classifying criteria. Criteria were classified into constructs derived from modern 
models of the job performance criterion space (Campbell & Wiernik, 2015). A list of 
included constructs is provided in Table 68. Criteria that do not involve subjective ratings 
are categorized separately in this classification scheme, and were placed in the 
appropriate category when encountered. Classification of criteria based on subjective 
ratings involved two steps. First, every item from each rating scale included in the meta-
analysis was individually classified into one of the constructs presented in Table 68. This 
item-level classification was then reviewed by a subject matter expert (Prof. Deniz Ones), 
and any disagreements were jointly resolved through discussion. Next, scales containing 
at least 70% of items belonging to a single construct in the classification scheme were 
assigned to that construct. If items in a scale did not meet this threshold, it was either 
classified into an overall performance category (for scales containing items describing 
task performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, and counterproductive workplace 
behaviors), or its own separate category as a job performance compound criterion. The 
latter were rare, and occurred infrequently enough that they are not included in further 
analyses. Table 68 also reports the item-level classification scheme used to categorize 
criteria into job performance constructs.   
Moderator coding. Five moderators were investigated in the present study—job 
complexity, clerical vs. non-clerical job, age, criterion administration purpose (research 
vs. administrative), and whether studies were from the United States Employment 
Services’ GATB database or not. Job complexity was determined using John Hunter’s 
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(1983) coding scheme. Because this coding scheme relies on complexity codes from the 
Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT), and because many of the studies in the present 
database were conducted before the creation of O*NET, DOT codes were used to 
determine job complexity. For each job in the meta-analytic database, the DOT was 
consulted to determine whether a matching job title was present. If a matching job titles 
was found, the DOT data, people, and things job complexity codes were then recorded 
for that job. When a matching job title was not found, the authors’ description of the job 
was compared to descriptions of jobs in the DOT to find a match.36 For some jobs a 
match could not be found. Complexity codes were not assigned to these jobs. 
Many samples in the present database involved clerical jobs. The reason for this is 
that technical manuals for clerical ability tests often report large numbers of studies 
targeting only clerical workers. Considering this characteristic of the present database, 
whether a job involved clerical work or not was treated as a moderator variable. Jobs with 
DOT occupational codes between 20x-xxx-xxx and 24x-xxx-xxx were classified as 
clerical jobs. The same was done for jobs where authors explicitly stated that the work 
was clerical in nature. All other jobs were classified as non-clerical.  
Age was examined as a moderator by classifying samples into those with a mean 
age at or above 40, and those with mean ages below 40. As in the previous study, in some 
                                                          
36 Military jobs (“military occupational specialties”; MOS) presented special challenges for job complexity 
coding. When a military job was present in the DOT (e.g., infantry rifleman), the relevant DOT code was 
assigned to the job. For other jobs, the O*NET crosswalk function was used to identify current O*NET job 
categorized corresponding to military MOS. Each job category corresponding to an MOS was then 
subjected to a separate crosswalk to link it jobs in the DOT. When all DOT jobs thus linked to an MOS 
shared job complexity levels (either at the granular DOT data-people-things level, or the broader Hunter 
categorization), the job was assigned that complexity level. Otherwise job complexity levels were not 
assigned to the MOS. 
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cases authors did not report mean age, but did report information that could be used to 
classify samples into an age category. This information was used wherever provided. 
Criteria were classified as administrative or non-administrative whenever authors 
provided enough information to determine the administrative purpose for which a 
criterion was used. Criteria used for formal administrative reasons (e.g., formal job 
performance reviews, mandated skill testing in the military) were classified as 
“administrative”. Criteria used for research purposes were classified as “research”. For 
some criteria not enough information was provided to determine the administrative 
purpose for which scores were collected. These criteria were left unclassified. 
The United States Employment Services’ (USES) GATB database was the source 
of many studies in the meta-analytic database. As such, whether a study originated from 
the USES GATB database was treated as a moderator in the present study. 
Analyses 
 Meta-analytic procedures. Psychometric meta-analysis (Schmidt & Hunter, 
2014) was used to pool results across studies. Because features of this method have 
already been described for the previous study, they will not be repeated. The 
implementation of this meta-analytic method was also almost identical to that described 
in the previous study. An exception occurred in the use of the Case IV correction for 
range restriction, rather than the Case V formula used previously. The Case V formula 
requires information on the range-restriction values of each observed variable 
contributing to a correlation. This is rarely possible when investigating job performance 
as a criterion, because population SD values for job performance are unknown. The Case 
IV correction does not require this information, and so was used instead. Otherwise 
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computation of zero-order predictive validities proceeded using the same procedures as 
described in the previous study. Separate estimates were computed for operational 
validity and true-score validity (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).  
 When examining results using these methods, it was observed that large-sample 
studies would on occasion have a large impact on the size of meta-analytic estimates. The 
typical approach to dealing with this problem in meta-analysis is to compute effect sizes 
with and without the large-sample study. This approach was not used for the present 
analyses. The reasons for this choice were twofold. First, judgment calls are involved in 
determining when studies should be treated as “large-sample” studies. Because the author 
has knowledge both of typical cognitive ability validities in the literature and of the effect 
that excluding certain studies from meta-analytic estimates would have on results, he did 
not feel that he could be completely unbiased in determining when to exclude a study. 
Second, this study consists of over 7,000 separate meta-analyses of cognitive ability-
criterion correlations. Manually determining which studies should be omitted for each of 
these 7,000+ analyses is simply not feasible. 
 Rather than computing effect sizes with and without large-sample studies, 
winsorization of sample weights was used. Winsorization involves setting extreme values 
in a sample to less extreme value observed within the same sample. For the present study 
90% winsorization was performed on the sample weights used in each meta-analysis. 
That is, all sample weights (i.e., Ns) more extreme than the 5th and 95th percentiles were 
recoded to the values corresponding to these percentiles. This process limits the influence 
of large-sample studies without eliminating the information that they contain entirely. 
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The process can also be automated using computer code, which was necessary given the 
number of meta-analyses performed. 
Finally, in this study all artifact distributions were calculated first within sample 
type (USES, military, civilian non-USES) and then weighted by the representation of 
each sample type in a meta-analysis. This was done because u-values for some abilities 
were notably smaller in military incumbent samples (where range restriction occurs due 
to selection on ASVAB composites) than were found for other samples.37 
RESULTS 
This study’s results are based on based on data from over 1,500 independent samples 
and over 700,000 individuals. The analyses summarized in this section include 197 
artifact generalization meta-analyses, 7,395 meta-analyses of criterion-related validity 
(moderator analyses inclusive), 8 sensitivity analyses to examine the impact of modeling 
assumptions on results. 
Artifact Generalization 
Predictor reliability. Table 69 presents predictor reliability artifact distributions 
computed using the predictive validity meta-analytic database. Artifact information is 
reported separately for incumbent samples and non-incumbent samples (i.e., national 
normative, applicant, or non-random community samples), to increase comparability with 
previous research in this literature (e.g., Hunter, 1983). Table 70 reports predictor 
reliability artifact distributions separately for different database types (USES, military, 
and civilian non-USES).  
                                                          
37 This approach differs from that used in Study 1. In Study 1 effect sizes for military samples were often 
based on applicant pools or normative data, which was not the case for Study 2 where military samples 
were invariably based on incumbents for whom predictor-criterion relationships were obtained. 
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Across all ability factors, the average mean reliability for incumbent samples was 
.82.38 For g, the mean incumbent sample reliability was .86 (SD = .06). Variability in 
average incumbent reliabilities was modest, with mean reliability values ranging from 
?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .92 for Short Term Memory to ?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .77 for Long Term Memory—Retrieval 
Fluency. The standard deviation of mean incumbent reliabilities across ability factors was 
.06. The largest mean incumbent sample reliability values were obtained for Short Term 
Memory (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .92), Comprehension Knowledge (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .88), and compounds of Fluid 
Ability and Visual Processing (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .87). The smallest mean incumbent sample 
reliability values were obtained for Long Term Storage and Retrieval—Retrieval Fluency 
(?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .77), Fluid Ability (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .78), and Reading and Writing (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒊 = .79).  Within 
ability factors, the average standard deviation of incumbent reliabilities was .08 (SD = .04 
across broad ability factors).  
For non-incumbent samples, the average mean reliability was .87. This value is 
larger than that obtained for incumbent samples, as would be expected based on Hunter et 
al. (2006). For g, the mean non-incumbent sample reliability was .93 (SD = .05).39 
Variability in average non-incumbent reliabilities was once again modest, with mean 
reliability values ranging from ?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .80 for Long Term Storage and Retrieval—
Retrieval Fluency to ?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .93 for g. The standard deviation of mean non-incumbent 
                                                          
38 Only artifact distributions based on at least 3 samples and N of at least 300 are included in this section 
and those below. 
39 It is worthwhile to note that this value is notably larger than that used by Schmidt et al. (2008) for 
indirect range restriction corrections. In general, reliability values for g that are computed using 
normative, applicant, or non-random community samples fall in the upper .80s to mid .90s, rather than 
the low .80s. This is the case regardless of whether data is combined across cognitive tests, or data for 
alternative measures of g (e.g., ASVAB—AFQT, Wonderlic, etc.) are considered individually. The 
implications that this finding has for indirect range restriction corrections are discussed later.  
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reliabilities across ability factors was .03. The largest mean non-incumbent sample 
reliability values were obtained for g (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .93), cognitive ability compounds consisting 
of Verbal Ability and Memory (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .92), and Verbal Ability (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .90). The smallest 
mean non-incumbent sample reliability values were obtained for Long Term Storage and 
Retrieval—Retrieval Fluency (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .80), Long Term Storage and Retrieval—Learning 
Efficiency (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .84), and Domain Specific Knowledge--Sciences (?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂 = .85). Within 
ability factors, the average standard deviation of non-incumbent reliabilities was .05 (SD 
= .02 across ability factors). 
 Predictor range restriction. Table 71 presents range restriction artifact 
distributions computed from the predictive validity database. Artifact distributions are 
presented separately based on job complexity level. Table 72 also presents range 
restriction artifact distributions disaggregated by database type. Because only incumbent 
samples provided range restriction data, information is not reported separately for 
incumbent and non-incumbent samples.  
Across all ability factors and job complexity levels, the average mean u-value was 
.76. For g, the mean u-value was .73 (SD = .12). Variability in average u-value was large, 
with mean u-values ranging from 𝑢𝒙 = .61 for Verbal Ability to 𝑢𝒙 = .87 for 
Comprehension Knowledge. The standard deviation of mean non-g u-values across 
ability factors was .08. The largest mean u-values were obtained for Comprehension 
Knowledge (𝑢𝒙 = .87), compounds of Comprehension Knowledge and Processing Speed 
(𝑢𝒙 = .86), and Visual Processing (𝑢𝒙 = .86). The smallest mean u-values were obtained 
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for Verbal Ability (𝑢𝒙 = .61),
40 Fluid Ability (𝑢𝒙 = .70), and Reading and Writing (𝑢𝒙 = 
.70). Within ability factors, the average standard deviation of u-values was .13 (SD = .04 
across ability factors). 
Previous research (Hunter, 1983) suggests that u-values for cognitive ability test 
scores only vary slight across job complexity levels.41 Findings from this study mirror 
those of prior studies. Across all ability factors, the average mean u-value was .74 for 
high complexity jobs, .76 for medium complexity jobs, and .78 for low complexity jobs. 
For g, the average mean u-value was .71 for high complexity jobs, .73 for medium 
complexity jobs, and .73 for low complexity jobs. As was the case previously, the 
standard deviation of u-values within ability factors and job complexity levels was large. 
Within ability factors, the average standard deviation of u-values was .11 (SD = .03 
across factors) for high complexity jobs, .12 (SD = .04 across factors) for medium 
complexity jobs, .11 (SD = .05 across factors) for low complexity jobs.42 
Criterion reliability. As discussed in the methods section, many criterion 
reliability values used in the present study are based on the results of previous reliability 
generalization studies. Table 73 presents these reliability values. In addition, Table 73 
also presents additional artifact distributions created using data from the meta-analytic 
                                                          
40 Divergent findings for Verbal Ability, Reading and Writing, and Comprehension Knowledge are due to 
the inclusion of different tests for each factor, and combination of results across USES, military, and non-
USES civilian databases. As shown in the Appendix, u-values for these factors are more similar once job 
complexity and database type are taken into account. 
41 It should be noted that analysts tend to not investigate whether sampling error in u-values could 
explain the variation observed. 
42 Taking database into account does not greatly alter these estimates—the average standard deviation of 
u-values within ability factors was .11 across all ability factors, jobs complexity levels, and databases. For 
high complexity jobs this value was .09, for medium complexity jobs .13, and for low complexity jobs .10.  
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database created for this study. Because criterion artifact distributions are not a primary 
focus area of the present study, further discussion of these results is omitted.  
General Findings across the Job Performance Criterion Space 
Tables A1 through A219 in the Appendix present complete results from all 
validity analyses conducted for this study. Due to the large number of validity 
coefficients contained in these tables (7,000+), detailed discussion of every single result 
is not feasible. Below, major patterns of findings are highlighted and discussed. These 
major findings are highlighted in Table 74 through Table 81. The Campbell model of job 
performance determinants (McCloy, Campbell, & Cudeck, 1994) and performance 
dimensions (Campbell & Wiernik, 2015) is used as an organizing framework when 
reporting results. Only correlations from meta-analyses that used Winsorized study 
weights are reported and interpreted below. In this section overall (“omnibus”) and job 
complexity moderator findings are the sole focus of discussion—a detailed discussion of 
other moderator findings is presented in a later section. 
Performance determinants. Table 74 presents meta-analytic correlations 
between cognitive abilities and performance determinants (e.g., job knowledge). To 
conserve space, rules for highlighting and text presentation were created to indicate the 
magnitude of corrected correlations and sample size contributing to the estimates.  
As shown in Table 74, correlations between cognitive abilities and job knowledge 
tended to be large relative to typical correlations in the organizational sciences (Paterson 
et al., 2015). Correlations between cognitive abilities and job knowledge tests averaged 
.54, with the largest values occurring for Fluid Ability (ρ = .60), g (ρ = .57), and Verbal 
Ability (ρ = .57). The lowest correlations with job knowledge tests were observed for 
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Processing Speed (ρ = .44) and Visual Processing (ρ = .43). When examining job 
complexity as a moderator, validity coefficients were generally higher for more complex 
jobs. For abilities where validity coefficients were available for both high- and medium-
complexity jobs, validity was on average .08 points higher for high complexity jobs. 
When conducting the same comparison between medium- and low-complexity jobs, 
validity was on average .02 points higher for medium complexity jobs.  
Turning to the next columns in Table 74, correlations between cognitive abilities 
and supervisor ratings of cognitive performance determinants were lower than those 
observed with objective job knowledge tests. The average correlation between cognitive 
abilities and supervisor ratings of cognitive performance determinants was .29. The 
largest correlations occurred with for Verbal Ability (ρ = .39), Mechanical/Hard Sciences 
Knowledge (ρ = .39), and Fluid Ability (ρ = .35). The smallest correlations occurred for 
Visual Processing (ρ = .23) and Comprehension Knowledge (ρ = .11).43 For g, the 
correlation with supervisor ratings of cognitive performance determinants was .31. When 
examining job complexity as a moderator, it was found that most correlations with 
supervisor ratings cognitive performance determinants were obtained from medium 
complexity jobs. Information on other complexity levels was spotty at best. As such, job 
complexity was not examined further as a moderator. 
The final columns in Table 74 present correlations between cognitive abilities and 
supervisor ratings of non-cognitive determinants of performance. This criterion domain 
was originally split into two subdomains—supervisor ratings of personality determinants 
                                                          
43 Considering the large correlation observed with Verbal Ability, it is plausible that the low coefficient for 
Comprehension Knowledge reflects second-order sampling error. 
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(e.g., “hardworking”) and supervisor ratings of physical ability determinants (e.g., 
“dexterity”). It was not possible to further subdivide personality ratings by factors rated 
(e.g., extraversion, openness, etc.) due to low numbers of samples in this category. As 
such it was omitted from all tables. Because few correlations were obtained for 
supervisor ratings of physical ability determinants, the physical ability determinants 
subcategory will not be discussed further. 
 Task performance. Table 75 presents meta-analytic correlations between 
cognitive abilities and task performance. Four separate types of task performance 
measures are included in this table—work samples, combinations of work samples and 
job knowledge tests, production records, and supervisor ratings of task performance. 
Each will be discussed in turn. 
 As was the case for job knowledge tests, correlations between cognitive abilities 
and objective work samples were large relative to typical correlations in the 
organizational sciences. The average correlation between cognitive abilities and work 
samples was .42. The largest correlations with work samples were observed for 
Mechanical/Hard Science Knowledge (ρ = .55), Fluid Ability (ρ = .54), and Reading & 
Writing (ρ = .53). The lowest correlations with work samples were observed for g (ρ = 
.25) and Retrieval Fluency (ρ = .19). Although g produced lower correlations with work 
samples in this study, it is plausible that this finding is due to second-order sampling 
error—the second-stratum abilities that correlate most highly with g (i.e., Fluid Ability, 
Comprehension Knowledge, and Reading & Writing) on average correlated .52 with 
work sample tests. When examining job complexity as a moderator, it was observed that 
no correlations between cognitive abilities and work samples in the database came from 
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high complexity jobs. Medium complexity jobs averaged correlations that were .04 points 
lower than those found for low complexity jobs for the work sample criterion. 
 The next task performance criterion presented in Table 75 is combinations of 
work samples and job knowledge tests. It should be noted that this criterion only reflects 
instances where work samples and job knowledge tests were combined to form an 
omnibus criterion by authors of studies contributing to the meta-analytic database. The 
average correlation between cognitive abilities and combined work sample/job 
knowledge tests was .41. The largest correlations with combined work sample/job 
knowledge tests were observed for g (ρ = .52), Fluid Ability (ρ = .45), and Verbal Ability 
(ρ = .44). The lowest correlations with combined work sample/job knowledge tests was 
observed for Retrieval Fluency (ρ = .19). When examining job complexity as a 
moderator, it was found that almost all correlations came from medium-complexity jobs. 
The only exception occurred for g. For this ability correlations with combined work 
sample/job knowledge tests did not appear to be moderated by job complexity (ρ = .53 
for high complexity jobs; ρ = .55 for medium complexity jobs; ρ = .55 for low 
complexity jobs).  
 The third task performance criterion presented in Table 75 is production records. 
Correlations between cognitive abilities and production records were lower than those 
found for work samples and combined work sample/job knowledge tests. The average 
correlation between cognitive abilities and production records was .15.  The largest 
correlations with production records were observed for Processing Speed (ρ = .28), g (ρ = 
.22), and Verbal Ability (ρ = .21). The lowest correlation with production records was 
observed for Fluid Ability (ρ = -.02). When examining job complexity as a moderator, it 
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was found that almost all correlations came from low-complexity jobs. The only 
exception occurred for Processing Speed. For this ability correlations with production 
records did not appear to be moderated by job complexity (ρ = .28 for medium 
complexity jobs; ρ = .29 for low complexity jobs).  
The final task performance criterion presented in Table 75 is supervisor ratings of 
task performance. The average correlation between cognitive abilities and supervisor 
ratings of task performance was .31.  The largest correlations with supervisor ratings of 
task performance were found for g (ρ = .43), Verbal Ability (ρ = .39), and Quantitative 
Ability (ρ = .35). The lowest correlation with supervisor ratings of task performance was 
found for Retrieval Fluency (ρ = .22) and Comprehension Knowledge (ρ = .21).  When 
examining job complexity as a moderator, correlations with supervisor ratings of task 
performance were generally higher for high complexity jobs. For abilities where 
correlations with supervisor ratings of task performance were available for both high- and 
medium-complexity jobs, correlations were on average .04 points higher for high 
complexity jobs. When conducting the same comparison between medium- and low-
complexity jobs, validity was on average .00 points higher for medium complexity jobs. 
For g correlations were .51 for high complexity jobs, .44 for medium complexity jobs, 
and .42 for low complexity jobs. 
 Overall performance. Table 76 presents meta-analytic correlations between 
cognitive abilities and overall performance. In contrast to previous tables, this table 
contains a single criterion (supervisor ratings of overall performance) and two 
subdivisions of that criterion—compound measures of overall performance and direct 
measures of overall performance (i.e., scales directly asking about perceptions of overall 
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performance, vs. scales that combine items asking about perceptions of task performance 
with items asking for perceptions about non-task performance). There were no instances 
of objective overall performance measures in the database—instances where authors 
attempted to objectively measure overall performance amounted to measuring outcomes 
of performance.  
 The average correlation between cognitive abilities and supervisor ratings of 
overall performance .23.  The largest correlations with supervisor ratings of overall 
performance were observed for g (ρ = .34) and Verbal Ability (ρ = .34). When examining 
job complexity as a moderator, no clear pattern of findings emerged. Medium-complexity 
jobs produced validity coefficients lower than those for other job complexities (roughly 
.10 lower than high complexity and low complexity jobs). High complexity jobs 
produced correlations .02 points lower on average than those found for low complexity 
jobs. It is possible that this pattern of findings reflects second-order sampling error. 
Finally, turning to measurement method (compound vs. direct) as a moderator, higher 
correlations were observed for direct measures of overall performance. For abilities 
where correlations with supervisor ratings of overall performance were available for 
direct and compound measures of overall performance, correlations were only on average 
.07 higher for direct measures. 
 CWB & OCB. Table 77 presents meta-analytic correlations between cognitive 
abilities, CWB, and OCB. Fewer studies reported effect sizes for these performance 
dimensions. As such, moderator relationships are not discussed for these criteria. Overall, 
the average correlation between cognitive abilities and supervisor ratings of CWB was -
.21 (for g ρ = -.21 as well). For self-ratings of CWB the correlation was .16 (for g ρ = .16; 
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g was the only ability with large N for this criterion). For self-ratings of OCB the average 
correlation with cognitive abilities was .15 (for g ρ = .15 as well). 
 Other Criteria. For other criteria effect sizes were more sporadically available. 
The full meta-analytic results for these criteria are provided in Table A1 through Table 
A219. These results will not be summarized here. 
Detailed Summary of Moderator Findings for Other Research Questions 
 Fluid vs. crystallized abilities. In each of Table 74 through Table 77, the last 
rows compare validities between fluid and crystallized abilities.44 Two major findings 
emerge from these tables. First, Fluid Ability (Gf) tended to produce larger correlations 
with criteria than other fluid/information processing abilities (e.g., Visual Processing, 
Processing Speed).45 On average across all criteria, Fluid Ability produced correlations 
.10 points higher than other fluid/information processing abilities. Disaggregated by 
criteria, the largest positive difference was found for correlations with job knowledge 
tests, work samples, combined work sample/job knowledge tests, and supervisor ratings 
of cognitive performance determinants (average ∆ = .16). Differences were minimal for 
supervisor ratings of task performance and overall performance (average ∆ = -.04).46 For 
production records, Fluid Ability produced lower correlations than other 
fluid/information processing abilities (∆ = -.22). This finding was driven both by the low 
                                                          
44 Supervisor ratings of personality determinants are excluded from comparisons—this criterion has 
historically been of less theoretical interest than others. 
45 Job complexity and database type moderate the size of correlation coefficients. As such, all 
comparisons between Fluid Ability and other abilities were made after first matching on these two 
moderator variables.  
46 Delta is for samples matched on job complexity. The delta for the overall sample is .00.  
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correlation obtained for Fluid Ability (ρ = -.02), and the high correlation observed for 
Processing Speed (ρ = .28). 
 The second major finding is that when comparing Fluid Ability (Gf) to 
crystallized abilities, correlations with criteria were of similar magnitude. On average 
across all criteria Fluid Ability produced correlations that were only .03 points higher 
than those found for crystallized abilities. Disaggregated by criteria, the largest positive 
difference was found for correlations with job knowledge tests, work samples, combined 
work sample/job knowledge tests, and supervisor ratings of cognitive performance 
determinants (average ∆ = .06 in favor of fluid abilities). Differences were minimal for 
correlations with overall performance (∆ = -.01). As occurred when comparing the Fluid 
Ability second-stratum factor to other fluid abilities, Fluid Ability produced lower 
correlations with production records than did crystallized abilities (∆ = -.26). 
 Database type (USES vs. other). Table 79 presents results disaggregated by 
database type (USES GATB database vs. other). The major finding that emerges from 
this table is that correlations were larger for samples collected as part of the GATB 
validation project. The GATB data primarily consisted of two types of criteria—
supervisor ratings of task performance, and supervisor ratings of overall performance. 
For supervisor ratings of task performance the GATB database produced correlations .17 
points higher than other databases when matching samples by job complexity. For 
supervisor ratings of overall performance, the difference was on average .16 in favor of 
the GATB database.47   
                                                          
47 This finding remains even when examining results in the context of a full hierarchical moderator 
analysis. As an example, even when comparing only studies conducted for research purposes in civilian 
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 An additional finding of note from Table 79 is that estimates of the corrected 
correlation (ρ) between g and job performance in the GATB database were smaller in this 
study than had been previously found by Schmidt et al. (2008). Table 80 provides 
additional analyses that explain why this difference occurred. As shown in Table 80, the 
biggest differences between these estimates occurs due to the reliability value used in the 
formula for indirect range restriction. Schmidt and colleagues (2008) used a value of 
𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.81. The present study uses a value of 𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.89. It is worth noting that the current 
study’s estimate of reliability is based on a comprehensive reliability generalization 
database. Likewise, the estimate of  𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.89 used by the current study corresponds more 
closely to the reliability values provided in the GATB manual (e.g., applicant reliabilities 
ranged from 𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.87 to 𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.94 for applicant samples described on pp. 251-260) than 
does the 𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.81 value used by Schmidt and colleagues (2008).  
Task performance vs. overall performance. Table 81 compares the size of 
validity for two types of criteria—supervisor ratings of task performance and supervisor 
ratings of overall performance. The left-hand side of this table provides the difference in 
validity coefficients when the moderating influence of database type (USES vs. Other) is 
not controlled. The right-hand side of this table presents the same results after controlling 
for database type by comparing validity coefficients within each database. The major 
finding from these analyses were that differences in the size of correlations between task 
and overall performance were smaller after controlling for database type—predictive 
                                                          
populations, the findings discussed in this section remain the same. The one potential exception occurs 
when production records are used as a criterion, as opposed to supervisory ratings of performance. 
Findings are less divergent when production ratings are examined, although sample sizes (N and k) for this 
comparison are smaller.  
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validities for task performance were on average .03 higher than those for overall 
performance after controlling for database type, versus .08 when sample type was not 
controlled. 
 Validity across age groups. Table 82 presents results disaggregated by age. Most 
samples over 40 came from the GATB database. As such, only this database is used for 
comparisons. The major finding that emerges from this table is that there are minimal 
differences in validity across age groups. The average difference in correlations was close 
to 0 for both supervisor-rated task performance and supervisor-rated overall performance. 
Other criteria in the dataset did not provide sufficient numbers of samples over 40 to use 
for comparisons.   
Effect Size Variability 
 To this point only patterns in average validity coefficients, whether across all 
studies or within levels of moderator variables, have been discussed. It is also desirable to 
quantify the degree to which validity coefficients vary across studies after accounting for 
biases introduced by statistical artifacts (e.g., sampling error, variability in reliability 
across studies, etc.). Across all abilities and criteria the average variability in effect sizes 
was 𝑆𝐷𝜌=.05. Based on this value effect sizes would be expected to fall within .064 on 
around either side of ρ, on average across all criteria. For g 𝑆𝐷𝜌 averaged .06, with a 
range of .00 to .11 across criteria. The largest 𝑆𝐷𝜌 were observed for supervisor ratings of 
overall performance and combined work sample/job knowledge tests. The .11 value of 
𝑆𝐷𝜌 at the ceiling of the range of 𝑆𝐷𝜌 corresponds to effect sizes falling within .14 on 




 A century of research has established the predictive power of cognitive ability 
tests in work settings. The present study contributes to this voluminous literature in three 
ways. First, previous quantitative reviews of this domain have often categorized 
predictors in ways that no longer correspond to current theoretical understanding of these 
domains. A key problem has been haphazard assignment of cognitive tests to broad 
ability factors and segmentation of abilities in ways that do not make sense from current 
theoretical perspectives (e.g., classifying tests based on verbal vs. quantitative content; cf. 
Vinchur et al., 1998). By classifying cognitive tests within the CHC taxonomic 
framework according to a compendium developed by cognitive ability experts and 
validated in Study 1, the present study provides a level of rigor that has seldom been 
present in previous quantitative reviews of this domain. As a result this study can 
examine several questions raised by previous researchers, such as whether fluid or 
crystallized abilities better predict performance (Postlethwaite, 2011), whether age 
moderates the validity of fluid and crystallized ability tests, etc. 
The second contribution of the present study is to provide greater refinement in 
the classification of criteria than has occurred in previous quantitative reviews. In 
particular, key studies in the scientific corpus that demonstrate linkages between g and 
job performance (e.g., Hunter, 1986) were conducted before the advent of modern job 
performance models. These newer models make a critical distinction between task 
performance and non-task performance. Older quantitative reviews—and in particular 
Hunter’s (1986) treatment of the GATB database that was re-estimated by Schmidt and 
colleagues (2008)—do not make this distinction (see Sackett, Shewach, & Kaiser, 2017 
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for a discussion of the GATB database). Instead task performance measures were often 
treated as measures of overall job performance. Despite this fact, no large-scale 
comprehensive meta-analytic investigations of this literature that address this issue have 
been conducted. This problem is remedied by the current study.  
Finally, the most recent prior large-scale meta-analytic investigations of this 
research domain occurred during the 1980s and 1990s (Hunter, 1983).48 Recent meta-
analyses of this domain have either been smaller in scope (e.g., limited to a single 
geographic region or ability domain) and rarely include more than 20-50 studies linking 
cognitive abilities to job performance. As noted by Cucina, Gast, & Su (2015) there is a 
need for updates to the meta-analytic literature on this topic. This study provides such an 
update. For the field of ability testing, providing updated findings is important in the 
context of justifying the use of cognitive tests to stakeholders. This is especially true 
given the sometimes-contentious nature of this field.    
Predicting Job Performance with Abilities besides g 
 Predictive power of Fluid Ability (Gf) vs. crystallized abilities. Results from 
this study have implications for theories regarding the relative impact of fluid and 
crystallized abilities on performance (Schmidt, 2014). Postlethwaite (2011) hypothesized 
that crystallized abilities would predict job performance better than fluid ability, in part 
due to crystallized abilities reflecting historical levels of motivation in addition to 
reasoning ability. In his study he found that crystallized abilities produced higher 
predictive validities than fluid abilities. This finding has subsequently contributed to 
                                                          
48Some large-scale military studies continue to be published. However, these studies are rarely referenced 
in the current scientific literature. Hunter (1983) was later published in Hunter (1986) and estimates 
updated by Schmidt & colleagues (2008) using the correction for indirect range restriction. 
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theory in the scholarly literature (Schmidt, 2014) and has been cited by applied 
practitioners (Ford et al., 2014).  
 The present study contradicts Postlethwaite’s (2011) findings. Across a wide 
variety of criteria (e.g., job knowledge tests, work samples, combined work sample/job 
knowledge tests, supervisor ratings of task and overall performance) validities for fluid 
ability (Gf) and crystallized abilities were found to be similar. In many cases, the validity 
for fluid ability was higher than that observed for crystallized abilities, albeit often by 
less than .05 points. Importantly, the current study is the result of a comprehensive 
sampling effort that captured over 1,500 samples for inclusion. Postlethwaite’s (2011) job 
performance findings are based on 306 samples in total.  
There are multiple possible reasons for the differences in findings between the 
present study and Postlethwaite (2011). First, as mentioned previously the current study 
is based on a larger and more comprehensive database than Postlethwaite (2011). As one 
example, Postlethwaite (2011)’s findings for the correlation between fluid ability (Gf) 
and job performance (ρ=.28) are based on a total of 20 samples. Postlethwaite did not 
separate job performance measures based on modern performance taxonomies—instead, 
all measures appear to have been grouped together (including OCB and objective 
outcome measures, cf. Postlethwaite, 2011 p.79). In contrast the present study separated 
job performance measures based on modern performance taxonomies. The present study 
contains: 
• 328 samples relating Gf to job knowledge tests 
• 18 samples relating Gf to work sample tests 
• 9 samples relating Gf to combined work sample/job knowledge tests 
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• 56 samples relating Gf to supervisor ratings of task performance 
• 157 samples relating Gf to supervisor ratings of overall performance 
There are at least two other possible reasons for differences in findings between 
Postlethwaite (2011) and the present study. Postlethwaite (2011) categorized some tests 
as measuring crystallized abilities that are instead classified as tests of fluid ability by the 
Stanek-Ones compendium (e.g., Employee Aptitude Test—Verbal Reasoning). In 
addition, many studies contributing to Postlethwaite’s (2011) meta-analyses of 
crystallized abilities were from the USES database. Given the present study’s finding that 
database type moderates validity, it is possible that imbalance in the USES dataset’s 
representation between fluid and crystallized ability validities contributed to 
Postlethwaite’s (2011) findings. In any case, if the present study’s findings are taken as 
true, it would call theories based on Postlethwaite’s (2011) results into question. 
Validity of other non-g cognitive abilities. Two additional findings are of 
importance. First, among fluid abilities the best predictive power was consistently 
obtained by fluid ability (Gf). The dominance of Gf for predicting job performance 
coincides with what would be expected based on previous research indicating that Gf is 
closely related to g, and that g is a major driver of job performance (i.e., high predictive 
validity for g, little incremental validity for other abilities beyond g; Ree & Earles, 1994). 
The one exception occurred for the validity of processing speed for predicting production 
records (Gs ρ=.28; Gf ρ=-.02). Because production records are often obtained from 
repetitive jobs, it is possible that performance in these jobs becomes dominated by 
automated cognitive processes. Previous theory (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989) indicates 
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that processing speed becomes more important for automated tasks, which could help to 
explain this finding.  
 A second important finding is that age differences in predictive validity were not 
large in the present study. Importantly, this finding held true across both crystallized and 
fluid abilities.49 This finding has important implications for the possibility of age 
moderating incremental validity of narrow abilities beyond g. Incremental validity is 
determined entirely by the size of validity coefficients and the size of inter-correlations 
between predictors. For age to moderate incremental validity, either validities must differ 
across age or predictor inter-correlations need to differ across age. In this study narrow 
ability factors did not show differential validity across age; in the previous study the g 
saturation of narrow abilities was also similar across age. Taken together, these findings 
do not provide evidence suggesting that incremental validity of narrow ability factors 
beyond g will vary across age. 
Disentangling the Criterion Space 
 Schmidt and Hunter (1998) report that the average predictive validity of g for 
overall job performance is ρ=.51 for medium complexity jobs. This estimate was later 
refined to .62 when improved corrections for range restriction are applied (Schmidt, 
Shaffer, & Oh, 2008). Although validities from the GATB database are considered 
correlations with overall performance by Schmidt and Hunter (1998), it is important to 
note that many studies in the GATB database measure task performance, rather than 
overall performance (Sackett et al., 2017). In the present study, the GATB database 
                                                          
49 Where this data was available 
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provided 291 correlations with task performance, and only 83 correlations with overall 
performance. From a scientific standpoint it is important to accurately differentiate 
between performance criteria in meta-analytic studies (e.g., task vs. overall performance). 
Precision in classifying criterion constructs enables researchers and practitioners to make 
informed comparisons between the validity of different predictors (e.g., between 
validities for cognitive tests and assessment centers when criterion constructs are the 
same; Sackett et al., 2017), enabling sound decision making and theory building.  
The present study found an overall correlation of ρ=.44 between g and 
supervisory ratings of job performance for medium-complexity jobs. The correlation 
between g and supervisory ratings of overall performance for medium-complexity jobs 
was ρ=.33. As shown in Table 81, it is likely that some of the difference between these 
estimates is due to differences in the mix of databases (USES vs. other) contributing to 
each estimate.50 Nonetheless, this finding raises the possibility that the correlation 
between g and overall job performance—defined as a formative construct consisting of 
average performance across the dimensions in Campbell’s performance model (Campbell 
& Wiernik, 2015)—has been over-estimated in the psychological literature.  If so, this 
would call into question conclusions regarding incremental validity of non-cognitive 
predictors beyond g that have been based on meta-analytic findings from Schmidt & 
Hunter (1998). Incremental validity would be larger for other predictors. 
 
                                                          
50 Because smaller numbers of study contribute to estimates of correlations within levels of moderator 
variables, second-order sampling error is larger. The author is willing to infer that correlations in the USES 
database than are found for other studies. The author does not believe the present database is large 
enough estimate precisely the difference in validity of g between task and overall performance after 
controlling for database type. 
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Updating Estimates of g’s Predictive Validity  
 Supervisor ratings of performance. The present study provides a 
comprehensive update to Hunter and Hunter’s (1984) meta-analyses of g’s validity for 
predicting job performance, which estimate was later updated by Schmidt et al. (2008). 
One important finding is that g’s validity for predicting supervisor-rated task 
performance and supervisor-rated overall performance was lower in this study than had 
been found in prior studies. Whereas Schmidt et al. (2008) report a corrected validity of 
ρ=.62 between g and supervisor ratings of task performance in medium-complexity jobs, 
the present study found a corrected correlation of ρ=.44 with the same criterion. There 
are at least three factors that can create differences between meta-analytic findings—
sampling of studies to include in the analysis, coding decisions and other judgment calls, 
and differences in statistical methodology. Because the statistical methods used in the 
present study mirrored those of Schmidt et al. (2008), this factor cannot explain the 
discrepancy in findings. It is worthwhile to discuss the other factors in more detail. 
 The sample of studies used in the present analysis differed from that contributing 
to Schmidt et al.’s (2008) analyses. Whereas Schmidt et al. (2008) only used studies from 
the USES GATB validity database, the present study was more comprehensive. 
Differences in findings are partly attributable to these differing samples, because studies 
not from the USES GATB database showed lower correlations than were found for the 
GATB database. As a result, the estimates in the present study are lower than those found 
by Schmidt et al. (2008). Using all available studies, the present study found a correlation 
of ρ=.51 for high complexity jobs, ρ=.44 for medium complexity jobs, and ρ=.42 for low 
complexity jobs. Although smaller than found by Schmidt et al. (2008), these effect sizes 
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are still large relative to empirical norms in the social sciences (see Paterson et al., 2015). 
With effect sizes of this magnitude, substantial utility from using cognitive tests is still 
possible.  
Coding decisions—particularly regarding artifact values—also appear to play a 
part in differences between the present study and Schmidt et al. (2008). To control for 
differences in sampling, Table 80 presented comparisons between the present study and 
Schmidt et al. (2008) when only the GATB database was analyzed. The major 
implications from this table is that when artifact values are held constant, results are near 
identical across databases. When artifact values are not held constant, corrected 
correlations differ by an average of 19% across job complexity levels. Importantly, the 
choice of predictor reliability value had a substantial influence on differences between 
estimates.51 Because the value of 𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.89 used in the present study is from a large-scale 
reliability generalization database and more closely matches applicant reliabilities 
contained in the GATB test manual than does the value of 𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.81 used by Schmidt et 
al. (2008), the present author believes that estimates using 𝑟𝑥𝑥𝑎=.89 should be preferred. 
Doing so results in a decrement in validity relative to that reported by Schmidt et al. 
(2008). Nonetheless, validities are still substantial when updated estimates from the 
present study are used (roughly .60s for high complexity jobs, .50s for medium 
complexity jobs, and .40s for low complexity jobs). As noted previously, because 
validities are large in either case and cognitive tests are cheap to purchase and use, the 
                                                          
51 Range restriction values also had an impact on differences in estimates. It is not clear why artifact 
distributions for u-values differed between studies—both are based solely on the USES GATB database for 
these analyses.  
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difference in estimates between studies should not be enough to alter decision making in 
applied contexts.  
 Other task performance criteria. In addition to subjective ratings of task 
performance, the present study also included three more objective measures—work 
samples, combined work sample/job knowledge tests, and production records. Because 
work samples criteria were available for jobs across a wide range of complexity levels, 
but production records were available primarily for low complexity jobs, each will be 
discussed separately. 
  The bulk of evidence from the present study suggests that correlations between g 
and work sample criteria are large. For the criterion of combined work sample/job 
knowledge criteria, correlations with g were in the .50s across all job complexity levels. 
Correlations between g and work sample criteria were notably lower (.20s-.30s). 
However, this finding was not common among ability factors.52 Highly g-loaded ability 
factors such as Fluid Ability, Comprehension Knowledge, and Reading and Writing each 
had correlations with work samples in the ρ=.40 to ρ=.50 range.53 This raises the 
possibility that the low correlations observed for g are attributable to second-order 
sampling error. It is the author’s opinion that the bulk of evidence suggests correlations in 
the .50 range between g and work sample criteria. Importantly, studies contributing to 
these validities for work sample and combined work sample/job knowledge criteria are 
                                                          
52 It is possible that this finding is due to statistical shortcomings of the artifact distribution correction 
methods for criterion reliability in these studies. Where samples are limited to only those that did not 
require MVRR corrections, corrected correlations near .50 were obtained. 
53 Only direct measures of g were used for correlations between work samples and g. If compound 
correlations were computed using these highly g-loaded abilities, it would produce estimates for g in the 
.50s range.  
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independent of the USES GATB dataset. As such, they provide an independent 
replication of the importance of g for predicting workplace criteria.  
 Correlations between g and production record criteria were lower than those 
observed for work sample criteria. For low complexity jobs ρ=.23 between g and 
production records.54 It is possible that the smaller correlation between g and this 
criterion is due to the repetitive nature of production tasks. When tasks possess consistent 
information processing requirements, g has shown decreased predictive validity in 
laboratory settings (e.g., Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989). Processing speed showed a larger 
correlation than g with production record criteria (ρ=.29). Because incremental validity 
will always be at least as large as the difference between bivariate correlations, this 
finding also indicates an incremental validity of at least .06 for productions records 
beyond g for these jobs.   
 Performance determinants. From a theoretical perspective, g is thought to 
influence job performance in two ways—by enabling employees to more quickly and 
completely learn job-relevant knowledge, and by enabling employees to better reason on-
the-fly to solve novel problems. Job knowledge tests provide an operationalization of the 
former. For this criterion, ρ=.70 for high complexity jobs, ρ=.58 for medium complexity 
jobs, and ρ=.57 for low complexity jobs. Thus, the present study’s findings are consistent 
with major theoretical predictions of how g influences job performance.  
 Other discussion. One further point of discussion is warranted based on the 
results of this study. The first is whether the present study’s findings of lower validities 
                                                          
54 Results were not available for other complexity levels. 
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for g relative to Schmidt et al. (2008) are idiosyncratic relative to the larger literature. 
They are not. Multiple times in the past decade, published meta-analyses have failed to 
observe correlations between cognitive abilities and supervisor ratings of job 
performance at the level which Schmidt et al. (2008) report. For example, Van Iddekinge 
et al. (2017) found a correlation of ρ=.32 between subjective ratings of performance and 
cognitive ability tests writ broad. Sackett et al. (2017) found a correlation of ρ=.22 
between a wide range of job performance measures and cognitive ability tests writ broad. 
When excluding criteria that explicitly measured non-task aspects of performance (e.g., 
leadership ratings of Navy cadets), ρ=.26 for job performance. Lang et al. (2012) found 
correlations of ρ=.51 between g and job performance criteria for higher-complexity jobs, 
and ρ=.32 for lower-complexity jobs. Taken together, this pattern of findings suggest that 
the present study’s results are not unique. Future research is needed to determine why 
these recent findings diverge from those obtained from the USES GATB database.  
Limitations 
Many limitations of the present study mirror those from Study 1. Such limitations 
include lack of artifact values from some studies, likelihood that some of the world’s 
literature on cognitive ability-job performance correlations was missed, and reliance on a 
coding scheme based on the CHC. Further discussion of these limitations will not be 
repeated here. 
An additional limitation that deserves mention is the paucity of research on some 
cognitive ability factors. Little research was available that linked memory, auditory 
processing, or reaction time to job performance measures. As such, the present study 
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cannot speak to these abilities’ relationships to job performance and job performance 




























Overall Summary and Future Directions for Research 
 This dissertation began with two broad goals. The first goal of this dissertation 
was to address questions in the literature regarding the operationalization, structure, and 
differentiation across the lifespan of non-g abilities. The second goal of this dissertation 
was to improve scientific understanding of linkages between cognitive abilities and job 
performance by producing an updated meta-analysis of validities, disentangling the 
criterion space vis-à-vis validities for task performance and overall performance, and 
better estimating the size of validities for fluid and crystallized abilities. Table 81 
presents the research questions investigated relative to each goal, the state of knowledge 
prior to this dissertation, and the answers suggested by this dissertation. Because 
discussion of these points has already occurred in the previous chapters, the remainder of 
this chapter will be dedicated to discussing possible directions for future research in this 
literature: 
Research Need 1: Conduct Primary Studies for Cognitive Factors with Few Effect 
Sizes 
 For some intended meta-analyses, few effect sizes were available to include in 
this study. For example, few studies were found that estimated the correlation between 
memory factors (e.g., Short-Term Memory; Long-Term Storage—Learning Efficiency) 
and job performance. Future primary studies are needed that focus on these areas where 
knowledge is lacking. In the job performance literature a recent example of the potential 
benefits such lines of research could produce is provided by Cucina et al. (2015). In this 
study the authors showed incremental validity for Meaningful Memory (a facet of Long-
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Term Storage—Learning Efficiency) beyond g when predicting law enforcement training 
performance. Because the search for incremental validity of beyond g for other cognitive 
ability factors has rarely proved fruitful, it is important that additional research be 
conducted to replicate this finding. More generally, an increased volume of research on 
this topic—examining whether results generalize across a range of job complexities, job 
families, performance facets, and alternative facets of memory—would enable sounder 
conclusions to be drawn through using meta-analytic methods to the summarize the entire 
body of literature. 
Research Need 2: Investigate Unsupported CHC Predictions 
 Results from meta-analyses of inter-correlations between cognitive abilities 
revealed some findings that did not support predictions derived from the CHC taxonomy. 
Three findings were especially surprising: (1) subfactors within Visual Processing (Gv) 
exhibited poor convergent and divergent validity; (2) Long-Term Memory exhibited poor 
convergent validity, and showed better convergent and divergent validity when split into 
Learning Efficiency and Retrieval Fluency subfactors; and (3) quantitative knowledge 
correlated highly with fluid abilities. Each finding contrasts with predictions derived from 
CHC theory. Future research that further examined why these factors do not behave in the 
way CHC theory would suggest is needed.  
Research Need 3: Investigate Differences between GATB Studies and Others  
 Results from meta-analyses of validity for cognitive abilities against job 
performance criteria showed smaller correlations with supervisor ratings of performance 
for studies that were not conducted as part of the USES GATB validation initiative. It is 
 149 
not clear why this difference in validities occurs. Future research is needed to determine 
the cause of this finding. 
Research Need 4: Test Linearity Assumption for Criteria Besides Task Performance 
and Overall Performance 
 All meta-analyses presented in this dissertation are based on Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficients. An important assumption of the Pearson correlation is 
that relationships are linear. If relationships are not linear, the Pearson correlation will not 
provide a fully adequate index of the strength of relationship between two variables. For 
some criteria such as technical proficiency (Arneson, Sackett, & Beaty, 2011) and 
supervisor ratings of task and overall performance (Coward & Sackett, 1990), this 
assumption has been shown to be reasonable. For other criteria such as performance on 
non-technical aspects of a job (e.g., “CWB” and “OCB”), this assumption has not been 
examined in detail. Future research should examine whether relationships are linear for 
these other types of criteria. 
Research Need 5: Conduct more Cross-Cultural Studies Outside of United States 
and Europe 
 Most studies contributing to meta-analyses in this dissertation were conducted in 
American or European contexts. As a result the typical study involved participants 
working in developed economies, and educated using the types of approaches typical of 
Western nations. Research outside of these contexts proved difficult to locate. Future 
research should investigate the validity and factor structure of cognitive tests in contexts 
outside of the United States and Europe.  
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Research Need 6: Determine How New Technologies Impact Measurement of 
Abilities 
 Stating that technology is constantly changing is rote to the point of banality. 
However, it is the case that a large amount of change has taken place in the realms of 
computing software and hardware during the past two decades. Improvements to these 
technologies appear likely for the foreseeable future. Technological change presents both 
obligations and opportunities for research. Researchers have a continuing obligation to 
investigate the impact that new modes of delivery (e.g., cell phone surveys) have on the 
validity of cognitive tests. More generally, technological change may present 
opportunities to create scalable solutions to enable measurement of abilities that have 
erstwhile been time-consuming or costly to measure. An excellent example of this type of 
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Figure 4: Example of dangers of orthogonal factor extraction. (A) is population model, 































Figure 7: Example of VPR Taxonomy (adapted from Johnson, te Nijenhuis, & Bouchard, 2007) 
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Figure 8: Comparison of Hierarchical and Bifactor Models. (A) is a hierarchical model, 
(B) is a bifactor model. 
 
 





Spearman’s (1904) results; Experiment IV 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. English .89 
     
2. French .67 .84 
    
3. Classics .78 .83 .87 
   
4. Mathematics .64 .67 .70 .88 
  
5. Music .51 .57 .63 .51 -- 
 
6. Sensory Discrimination .54 .65 .66 .45 .40 -- 
Note. Correlations based on a sample of 33 British high school students. Values on the diagonal 






















Vernon (1964) example group factor matrix 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Spatial 1.00 
     
2. Formboard .58 1.00 
    
3. Block Design .55 .44 1.00 
   
4. Analogies .35 .26 .44 1.00 
  
5. Vocabulary .41 .34 .45 .76 1.00 
 
6. Classifications .39 .32 .49 .68 .79 1.00 
Note. This is a hypothetical correlation matrix used by Vernon (1961) to demonstrate the concept 






















Table 3  
Vernon (1964) group factor matrix with g controlled 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Spatial 
      
2. Formboard .35 
     
3. Block Design .28 .20 
    
4. Analogies .00 -.02 .02 
   
5. Vocabulary .01 .02 -.03 .20 
  
6. Classifications -.01 .00 .01 .12 .15 
 
Note. This is a hypothetical correlation matrix used by Vernon (1961) to demonstrate the concept 



























Meta-analytic correlations between SAT scores and first-year GPA,  
controlling for SES (from Higdem et al., 2015) 
 
 N K Mean r Mean Partial r 
All Students 415,599 148 .35 .33 
     
Male 185,134 142 .32 .31 
Female 230,464 148 .40 .37 
     
Asian 38,060 82 .30 .30 
Black  31,013 89 .25 .23 
Hispanic 26,065 100 .27 .25 
White 295,084 147 .33 .32 




















Journals Targeted for Manual Search 
Journal Name Discipline  
Applied HRM Research I/O  
Australian Journal of Psychology All  
British Journal of Psychology All  
Canadian Journal of Behavioral Science All  
European Review of Applied Psychology I/O  
Human Performance I/O  
Human Resource Development Quarterly I/O  
Intelligence Personality  
International Journal of Aviation Psychology Aviation  
International Journal of Selection and Assessment I/O  
Irish Journal of Psychology All  
Journal of Applied Psychology I/O  
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Cognitive Process Profile Pharmacy College Admission Test 
CogScreen Pilot Aptitude Tester 
Common Admission Test Pimsleur Language Aptitude Battery 
Computer Operator Aptitude Battery Planning, Organizing, and Scheduling Test 
Computer Programmer Aptitude Battery Police Officer Selection Test 
Computerized Processing Information Test Battery Potential Index Battery 
Critical Reasoning Test Battery Primary Mental Abilities Tests 
CRT Skills Battery Programmer Aptitude Battery 
Dental Admission Test Programming Aptitude Test 
Dental Aptitude Test Public Sector Recruitment Test 
Dental Education Eligibility Test Ramsay Job Skills Reading Test 
Differential Aptitude Tests Science Research Associates' Arithmetic Index 
Defense Language Aptitude Battery Science Research Associates Test 
Dorsolateral Prefrontal Cognitive Ability Test Seashore Test 
Dutch General Aptitude Test Battery Select Assessment 
Employee Aptitude Survey Selection Test of the Royal Dutch Navy 
Entry Clerical Senior Aptitude Tests 
ETSA Shipley Institute of Living 
Examen de Estado de Calidad de la Educación Superior SHL Personnel Test Battery 
Factored Aptitude Series SHL Technical Test Battery 
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Findex Short Employment Tests 
FIT Assembly Siena Reasoning Test 
Flanagan Aptitude Classification Tests Situation-Specific Evaluation Expert 
Flanagan Industrial Tests State Farm Personnel Survey 
GAMSAT Swedish Enlistment Battery 
General Aptitude Test Battery Systems for Testing and Evaluation of Potential 
General Reasoning Tests TASKOMAT 
Gf/Gc Quickie Battery (Stankov) Technical Test Battery 
Gordon's Advanced Measures of Musical Audiation Test for Medical Studies 
Graduate Aptitude Test   Test of Learning Ability 
Graduate Aptitude Test in Engineering Thurstone Test of Mental Alertness 
Graduate Management Admission Test UKCAT 
Graduate Management Battery Undergraduate Medical Admissions Test 
Graduate Managerial Assessment Battery Universal Test Battery 
Graduate Medical Schools Admissions Test Veterinary College Admission Test 
Graduate Pharmacy Aptitude Test Vienna Test System 
Groninger Intelligence Test Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale 
Guilford-Zimmerman Aptitude Survey Wesman Personnel Classification Test 
Hay Aptitude Test Battery Wiesen Test of Mechanical Aptitude 
Health Profession Admissions Test Wilde Intelligence Test 
Health Sciences Placement Test Wing Test 
High Level Battery Word Processor Assessment Battery 
High Level Figure Classification Test WorkKeys 
High Level Language Aptitude Battery  
Intelligenz Test 95  
Intelligenz-Structur-Test 2000  
Intermediate Battery  
Note. Keyword searches were conducted in Google Scholar. For military tests, searches were also conducted in the Defense Technical Information Center 




Sources targeted in Bibliometric Search 
Author Year Source Type 
Alderks 1994 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Ali et al. 2015 Surgical Endoscopy Systematic Review 
Alonso 2000 Thesis Meta-Analysis 
Barrett et al. 1999 J. Business and Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Bell 2007 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Berry et al. 2011 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Berry et al. 2014 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Berry et al. 2014 J. Occupational and Organizational Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Bertua et al. 2005 J. Occupational and Organizational Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Beus & Whitman 2012 Human Performance Meta-Analysis 
Blume et al. 2010 J. of Management Meta-Analysis 
Burgoyne et al. 2016 Intelligence Meta-Analysis 
Caretti et al. 2009 Learning and Individual Differences Meta-Analysis 
Christian et al. 2009 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Chung-Yan & Cronshaw 2001 Military Technical Report Meta-Analysis 
Collins et al. 2003 International J. of Selection and Assessment Meta-Analysis 
Conway et al. 2001 Human Performance Meta-Analysis 
Cowan & Sperl 1989 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Damos 2011 Military Technical Report Systematic Review 
Daneman & Merikle 1996 Psychonomic Bulletin & Review Meta-Analysis 
DeCastro 2012 Thesis Meta-Analysis 
Devine & Philips 2001 Small Group Research Meta-Analysis 
Donnon et al. 2007 Academic Medicine Meta-Analysis 
Ervin 1987 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Farrell 1999 Thesis Meta-Analysis 
Ferguson et al. 2002 BMJ Meta-Analysis 
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Ferguson et al. 2002 BMJ Systematic Review 
Foley 1986 Military Technical Report Meta-Analysis 
Galarza 2000 Thesis Meta-Analysis 
Getkate et al. 1992 Canadian J. of Administrative Sciences Meta-Analysis 
Gonzalez-Mule et al. 2014 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Grossbach & Kuncel 2011 J. Professional Nursing Meta-Analysis 
Huang et al. 2015 J. Business and Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Hulsheger et al. 2007 International J. of Selection and Assessment Meta-Analysis 
Hunter & Burke 1990 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Kim 2004 Thesis Meta-Analysis 
Kowollik 2009 Thesis Meta-Analysis 
Kramp et al. 2016 Medical Education Meta-Analysis 
Kreiter & Kreiter 2007 Teaching and Learning in Medicine Meta-Analysis 
Kuncel et al. 2001 Psychological Bulletin Meta-Analysis 
Kuncel et al. 2005 American J. of Pharmaceutical Education Meta-Analysis 
Kuncel et al. 2007 Academy of Management Learning & Education Meta-Analysis 
Lang et al. 2010 Personnel Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Langlois et al. 2015 Medical Education Systematic Review 
Levine et al. 1996 Human Performance Meta-Analysis 
Li 2016 Studies in Second Language Acquisition Meta-Analysis 
Louridas et al. 2016 Annals of Surgery Systematic Review 
Lynch 1991 Military Technical Report Meta-Analysis 
Maan et al. 2012 British J. of Surgery Systematic Review 
Martinussen 1996 International J. of Aviation Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Matinnussen & Torjussen 1998 International J. of Aviation Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Mattinson & Cronshaw 1986 Canadian J. of Administrative Sciences Meta-Analysis 
McManus et al. 2013 BMC Medicine Meta-Analysis 
Meriac et al. 2008 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Moscoso 2003 International J. of Selection and Assessment Meta-Analysis 
Patterson et al. 2016 Medical Education Systematic Review 
Postlewaite 2011 Thesis Meta-Analysis 
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Preckel et al. 2011 Learning and Individual Differences Meta-Analysis 
Rojon et al. 2015 Human Performance Meta-Analysis 
Rowatt & Shlechter 1993 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Salgado et al. 2003 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Salgado et al. 2003 Personnel Psychjology Meta-Analysis 
Simpson 1973 The Computer Bulletin Bibliography 
Stadler et al. 2015 Intelligence Meta-Analysis 
Thomas 1973 Gov't. Technical Report Bibliography 
Trafton 1962 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Verive & McDaniel 1996 Intelligence Meta-Analysis 
Vidulich et al. 1994 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Vinchur et al. 1998 J. Applied Psychology Meta-Analysis 
Welsh et al. 1990 Military Technical Report Bibliography 
Welsh et al. 1990 Military Technical Report Meta-Analysis 
Whetzel et al. 2011 International J. of Selection and Assessment Meta-Analysis 













Test Manuals included in Literature Search 
16PF Minnesota Clerical 
ACT Minnesota Paper Form Board 
Air Force Officer Qualifying Test Modern Language Aptitude Test 
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery Multidimensional Aptitude Battery 
Ball Aptitude Battery Nelson-Denny Reading Test 
BAT Office Skills Test 
Bennett Mechanical Comprehension Test PDI ODT 
Beta III Personnel Tests for Industry 
Clerical Abilities Battery Project TALENT Battery 
CogScreen AE PSI Basic Skills Test 
Comprehensive Abilities Battery Raven's APM (Short) 
Dental Aptitude Test Raven's SPM (Short) 
Differential Aptitude Tests Raven's Standard Matrices 
ECAT Revised Advanced Numerical Reasoning Appraisal 
Employee Aptitude Series SAT 
ETS Kit of Factor-References Tests Shipley Institute of Living Scale 
General Ability Measure for Adults Short Employment Tests 
General Aptitude Test Battery SRA Office Skills Test 
GMAT SRA Pictorial Reasoning Test 
GRE Stanford-Binet 
Hay Aptitude Test Battery Stenquist Mechanical Test 
Industrial Reasoning Test TBAS 
LSAT Thurstone Primary Mental Abilities 
MacQuarrie Test for Mechanical Ability TOEFL 
MCAT Watson-Glaser 
MicroCog Minnesota Clerical 
Miller Analogies Test Minnesota Paper Form Board 
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Wechsler Intelligence Series  
Wechsler Memory Series  
Wesman Personnel Classification Test  
Wide Range Achievement Test  
Wonderlic  
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test  
Woodcock-Johnson Battery  
Note. Some test batteries have been published in multiple editions (e.g., WAIS-R and WAIS-III). Where this occurred, manuals for each edition were obtained 


















Example Showing Bias Introduced when Combining Normative and Non-Normative Studies for Artifact Distributions  
Population  Artifact Distribution 
Subgroup ?̅?  
% Representation 
(All Studies) 
  % Missing Data  
% Representation  
(Studies used for AD) 
 
Normative Non-Normative  Normative Non-Normative Overall ?̅?  Normative Non-Normative  Normative Non-Normative AD ?̅? 
1.0 .50  30 70 .65  0 0  30 70 .65 
1.0 .50  30 70 .65  0 10  32 68 .66 
1.0 .50  30 70 .65  0 20  35 65 .68 
1.0 .50  30 70 .65  0 30  38 62 .69 
1.0 .50  30 70 .65  0 40  42 58 .71 
1.0 .50  30 70 .65  0 50  46 54 .73 
1.0 .50  30 70 .65  0 60  52 48 .76 
Note. This example assumes that population normative studies are reporting in enough detail that their status as population normative is always known. % 
representation (studies used for AD) indicates the percentage of studies out of the initial total that are available to include when computing artifact distributions. 
If 70 studies in a database are non-normative with a 20% missing data rate for u-value artifact info, only 56 u-values will be available for computing an artifact 
distribution. In this same example if 30 studies are population normative, all 30 would contribute u-values to the artifact distribution. This results in over-












Characteristics of Reliability Artifact Distributions for Cognitive Test Domains, Overall Sample 
 
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙 ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 
General Mental Ability (g)   
     
    g† 368,419 95 .91 .05 .95 .03 .94 
Fluid Ability 
       
    Fluid (Gf) † 1,206 5 .79 .04 .89 .02 .80 
    Induction (Gf) 426,557 146 .80 .11 .89 .07 .69 
    General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 17,165 52 .74 .12 .86 .08 .78 
    Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 442,678 74 .80 .11 .89 .06 .89 
Short Term Memory 
       
    Short Term Memory (Gsm) † 4,031 16 .87 .03 .93 .02 .88 
    Memory Span (Gsm) 353,249 41 .84 .06 .92 .03 .82 
    Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 22,042 30 .87 .04 .93 .02 .84 
    Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .62 .02 .79 .01 .62 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
       
    Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr) † 3,071 7 .86 .07 .93 .04 .89 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
       
    Long Term Storage---Learning Efficiency (Glr—LE) † 1,250 13 .74 .06 .86 .03 .74 
    Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 11,845 31 .85 .06 .92 .03 .89 
    Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) 3,351 23 .83 .06 .91 .03 .83 
    Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) 705 1 .84 -- .92 -- .84 
    Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
       
    Retrieval Fluency (Glr—RF) † 181 1 .81 -- .90 -- .81 
    Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) 3,092 7 .80 .04 .89 .02 .77 
    Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) 110 1 .88 -- .94 -- .88 
    Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) 339,310 7 .72 .08 .85 .05 .71 
    Naming Facility/Speed of Lexical Access (Glr—RF) 5,143 12 .83 .12 .91 .07 .90 
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    Word Fluency (Glr—RF) 3,774 9 .77 .05 .88 .03 .77 
    Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing 
       
    Visual Processing (Gv)† 16,424 4 .85 .04 .92 .02 .89 
    Visualization (Gv) 393,708 119 .85 .07 .92 .04 .74 
    Speeded Rotation (Gv) 1,141 2 .80 .00 .89 .00 .80 
    Closure Speed (Gv) 261,943 44 .78 .06 .88 .03 .83 
    Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 27,220 34 .78 .08 .88 .05 .77 
    Spatial Scanning (Gv) 2,643 16 .80 .09 .89 .05 .81 
    Imagery (Gv) 924 6 .67 .08 .82 .05 .67 
    Visual Memory (Gv) 8,576 20 .77 .09 .87 .05 .74 
Auditory Processing 
       
    Auditory Processing (Ga)† 2,408 3 .93 .02 .96 .01 .93 
    Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,098 5 .85 .04 .92 .02 .84 
    Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 149 1 .83 -- .91 -- .83 
    Maintaining and Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,158 2 .67 .00 .82 .00 .67 
    Absolute Pitch (Ga) 149 1 .83 -- .91 -- .83 
Processing Speed 
       
    Processing Speed (Gs)† 6,992 7 .91 .03 .96 .01 .91 
    Perceptual Speed (Gs—P) 27,653 62 .84 .07 .92 .04 .81 
    Scanning (Gs—P) 17,901 39 .82 .07 .91 .04 .87 
    Pattern Recognition (Gs—P) 454 3 .86 .05 .93 .03 .84 
    Reading Speed (Gs) 2,383 3 .91 .00 .95 .00 .91 
    Number Facility (Gs) 25,520 36 .86 .11 .93 .07 .80 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
       
    Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,163 4 .88 .01 .94 .01 .88 
    Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Acquired Knowledge (Generic) 
       
    Acquired Knowledge (Direct Measure) 6,455 10 .79 .18 .89 .11 .90 
 207 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
       
    Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 347,695 10 .85 .10 .92 .06 .76 
    Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .72 .07 .85 .04 .72 
    Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 798,072 42 .87 .05 .93 .03 .84 
Verbal Ability (overall—Gc and Grw) 
       
    Verbal Ability (Direct Measure) 8,291 23 .89 .06 .94 .03 .90 
Reading and Writing 
       
    Reading Comprehension (Grw)† 800,353 45 .82 .08 .90 .05 .81 
    Reading Decoding (Grw) 6,704 5 .89 .02 .94 .01 .89 
    Reading Speed (Grw) 4,349 2 .83 .18 .91 .10 .94 
    Native Language Usage (Grw) 346,990 16 .82 .08 .90 .04 .73 
    Writing Ability (Grw) 5,991 4 .89 .03 .94 .02 .90 
    Spelling Ability (Grw) 346,991 15 .80 .17 .89 .10 .59 
Comprehension Knowledge 
       
    Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 2,827 6 .88 .09 .94 .05 .94 
    General Verbal information (Gc) 353,431 43 .88 .06 .94 .03 .81 
    Language Development (Gc) 344,414 32 .82 .08 .90 .05 .82 
    Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 788,914 122 .88 .07 .94 .04 .82 
    Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .74 .00 .86 .00 .74 
    Listening Ability (Gc) 6,167 4 .84 .06 .92 .04 .83 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
       
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .45 .01 .67 .01 .45 
    Arts and Humanities (Gkn—A&H) 153 1 .93 -- .96 -- .93 
    Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 338,856 4 .53 .03 .73 .02 .53 
    Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 338,856 4 .39 .05 .63 .04 .39 
    Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 338,856 4 .71 .05 .84 .03 .71 
    Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 4,085 1 .90 -- .95 -- .90 
    Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 169 1 .79 -- .89 -- .79 
    Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .05 .71 .04 .50 
    Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .64 .01 .40 
    Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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    Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .03 .53 .03 .28 
    Occupational (Gkn) 3,218 9 .78 .12 .88 .07 .76 
    Occupational—Military (Gkn) 4,710 10 .87 .00 .93 .00 .87 
    Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .57 .01 .76 .01 .57 
    Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 339,117 6 .40 .13 .62 .10 .31 
    General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) 442,690 27 .81 .05 .90 .03 .83 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) 338,856 4 .54 .01 .73 .01 .54 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) 339,927 6 .63 .11 .79 .07 .56 
    Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) 781,189 43 .78 .11 .88 .07 .67 
    Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) 338,856 4 .74 .04 .86 .02 .74 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) 793,717 32 .78 .12 .88 .08 .67 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 343,094 6 .84 .05 .92 .03 .81 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .47 .05 .69 .03 .47 
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Miscellaneous) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds 
       
    c-Verbal Ability & Memory 258 2 .93 .01 .96 .01 .93 
    c-Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing (Gv) 22,729 9 .88 .02 .94 .01 .88 
    c-Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)  & Number Facility 358 2 .90 .03 .95 .01 .89 
    c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 2,128 19 .92 .03 .96 .01 .92 
    c-Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Processing Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥𝑥 = unweighted mean reliability; 𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑥𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of reliabilities;  
?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean square-root of reliabilities; 𝑆𝐷𝑞𝑥  = unweighted standard deviation of square-root of reliabilities; 𝜌𝑟𝑥𝑥= sample-size weighted average 
reliability. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-
specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory 
processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term 
storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time 
and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. Where artifacts for a construct were not present, average of artifacts from second-stratum factor to which the 








Characteristics of Reliability Artifact Distributions for Cognitive Test Domains, Normative (Random Stratified) Samples 
 
Construct N K ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙  ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 
General Mental Ability (g) 
       
    g† 63,138 46 .94 .02 .97 .01 .93 
Fluid Ability 
       
    Fluid (Gf)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Induction (Gf) 353,436 50 .87 .07 .93 .04 .66 
    General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 11,150 30 .77 .08 .88 .04 .82 
    Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 16,025 6 .87 .06 .93 .03 .90 
Short Term Memory 
       
    Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,031 16 .87 .03 .93 .02 .88 
    Memory Span (Gsm) 349,576 30 .84 .04 .92 .02 .82 
    Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 9,503 21 .87 .03 .93 .02 .88 
    Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .62 .02 .79 .01 .62 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
       
    Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 2,429 3 .91 .02 .95 .01 .91 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
       
    Long Term Storage---Learning Efficiency (Glr—LE) † 1,250 13 .74 .06 .86 .03 .74 
    Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 8,454 17 .89 .03 .94 .02 .93 
    Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) 2,401 16 .82 .05 .91 .03 .82 
    Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) 705 1 .84 -- .92 -- .84 
    Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
       
    Retrieval Fluency (Glr—RF)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) 338,856 4 .71 .02 .84 .01 .71 
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    Naming Facility/Speed of Lexical Access (Glr—RF) 4,236 4 .95 .05 .97 .03 .92 
    Word Fluency (Glr—RF) 705 1 .84 -- .92 -- .84 
    Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing 
       
    Visual Processing (Gv)† 2,429 3 .83 .03 .91 .02 .83 
    Visualization (Gv) 353,638 50 .86 .06 .93 .03 .73 
    Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Closure Speed (Gv) 4,995 26 .76 .05 .87 .03 .76 
    Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Visual Memory (Gv) 8,033 17 .79 .04 .89 .02 .74 
Auditory Processing 
       
    Auditory Processing (Ga)† 2,408 3 .93 .02 .96 .01 .93 
    Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,866 4 .84 .05 .92 .03 .84 
    Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Maintaining and Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed 
       
    Processing Speed (Gs)† 2,917 3 .94 .02 .97 .01 .94 
    Perceptual Speed (Gs—P) 8,556 26 .84 .03 .92 .02 .85 
    Scanning (Gs—P) 3,820 18 .77 .03 .88 .02 .78 
    Pattern Recognition (Gs—P) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Reading Speed (Gs) 2,383 3 .91 .00 .95 .00 .91 
    Number Facility (Gs) 5,095 6 .91 .02 .95 .01 .92 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
       
    Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 2,934 3 .88 .02 .94 .01 .88 
    Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Acquired Knowledge (Generic) 
       
 211 
    Acquired Knowledge (Direct Measure) 2,446 3 .93 .02 .97 .01 .93 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
       
    Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 344,614 8 .85 .11 .92 .06 .76 
    Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .72 .07 .85 .04 .72 
    Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 348,229 5 .81 .09 .90 .05 .79 
Verbal Ability (overall—Gc and Grw) 
       
    Verbal Ability (Direct Measure) 302 1 .91 -- .95 -- .91 
Reading and Writing 
       
    Reading Comprehension (Grw)† 354,924 11 .86 .05 .93 .03 .85 
    Reading Decoding (Grw) 6,704 5 .89 .02 .94 .01 .89 
    Reading Speed (Grw) 4,349 2 .83 .18 .91 .10 .94 
    Native Language Usage (Grw) 344,976 8 .81 .09 .90 .05 .73 
    Writing Ability (Grw) 5,991 4 .89 .03 .94 .02 .90 
    Spelling Ability (Grw) 345,166 8 .75 .18 .86 .11 .58 
Comprehension Knowledge 
       
    Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 2,429 3 .96 .01 .98 .01 .96 
    General Verbal information (Gc) 351,421 34 .90 .04 .95 .02 .81 
    Language Development (Gc) 343,851 30 .84 .03 .91 .02 .82 
    Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 361,299 53 .91 .06 .95 .03 .73 
    Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .74 .00 .86 .00 .74 
    Listening Ability (Gc) 6,167 4 .84 .06 .92 .04 .83 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
       
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .45 .01 .67 .01 .45 
    Arts and Humanities (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 338,856 4 .53 .03 .73 .02 .53 
    Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 338,856 4 .39 .05 .63 .04 .39 
    Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 338,856 4 .71 .05 .84 .03 .71 
    Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 4,085 1 .90 -- .95 -- .90 
    Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .05 .71 .04 .50 
    Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .64 .01 .40 
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    Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .03 .53 .03 .28 
    Occupational (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Occupational—Military (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .57 .01 .76 .01 .57 
    Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .56 .01 .31 
    General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) 13,458 2 .84 .01 .92 .00 .84 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) 338,856 4 .54 .01 .73 .01 .54 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) 338,856 4 .56 .02 .75 .01 .56 
    Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) 348,229 5 .55 .16 .73 .10 .48 
    Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) 338,856 4 .74 .04 .86 .02 .74 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) 348,229 5 .54 .16 .73 .10 .48 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 342,941 5 .83 .03 .91 .02 .81 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .47 .05 .69 .03 .47 
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Miscellaneous) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds 
       
    c-Verbal Ability & Memory -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    c-Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    c-Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)  & Number Facility -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 1,500 15 .94 .01 .97 .01 .94 
    c-Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Processing Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥𝑥 = unweighted mean reliability; 𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑥𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of reliabilities;  
?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean square-root of reliabilities; 𝑆𝐷𝑞𝑥  = unweighted standard deviation of square-root of reliabilities; 𝜌𝑟𝑥𝑥= sample-size weighted average 
reliability. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-
specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory 
processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term 
storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time 
and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. Where artifacts for a construct were not present, average of artifacts from second-stratum factor to which the 







Characteristics of Reliability Artifact Distributions for Cognitive Test Domains, Non-Normative Samples 
 
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙  ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 
General Mental Ability (g) 
       
    g† 305,282 49 .89 .06 .94 .03 .94 
Fluid Ability 
       
    Fluid (Gf)† 1,206 5 .79 .04 .89 .02 .80 
    Induction (Gf) 73,121 96 .76 .12 .87 .07 .82 
    General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 6,015 22 .70 .16 .83 .10 .73 
    Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 415,691 67 .79 .11 .89 .07 .89 
Short Term Memory 
       
    Short Term Memory (Gsm)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Memory Span (Gsm) 3,673 11 .83 .08 .91 .04 .80 
    Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 1,576 8 .88 .06 .94 .03 .85 
    Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
       
    Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 642 4 .82 .06 .91 .03 .82 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
       
    Long Term Storage---Learning Efficiency (Glr—LE—Direct) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 3,391 14 .81 .05 .90 .03 .79 
    Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) 950 7 .85 .07 .92 .04 .86 
    Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
       
    Retrieval Fluency (Glr—RF)† 181 1 .81 -- .90 -- .81 
    Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) 3,092 7 .80 .04 .89 .02 .77 
    Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) 110 1 .88 -- .94 -- .88 
    Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) 454 3 .74 .14 .86 .08 .71 
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    Naming Facility/Speed of Lexical Access (Glr—RF) 907 8 .77 .09 .87 .05 .78 
    Word Fluency (Glr—RF) 3,069 8 .76 .04 .87 .03 .76 
    Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing 
       
    Visual Processing (Gv)† 13,995 1 .90 -- .95 -- .90 
    Visualization (Gv) 40,070 69 .83 .08 .91 .04 .81 
    Speeded Rotation (Gv) 1,141 2 .80 .00 .89 .00 .80 
    Closure Speed (Gv) 245,985 17 .80 .07 .89 .04 .83 
    Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 27,220 34 .78 .08 .88 .05 .77 
    Spatial Scanning (Gv) 2,643 16 .80 .09 .89 .05 .81 
    Imagery (Gv) 924 6 .67 .08 .82 .05 .67 
    Visual Memory (Gv) 543 3 .65 .17 .80 .11 .69 
Auditory Processing 
       
    Auditory Processing (Ga)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Phonetic Coding (Ga) 232 1 .86 -- .93 -- .86 
    Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 149 1 .83 -- .91 -- .83 
    Maintaining and Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,158 2 .67 .00 .82 .00 .67 
    Absolute Pitch (Ga) 149 1 .83 -- .91 -- .83 
Processing Speed 
       
    Processing Speed (Gs)† 4,075 4 .90 .01 .95 .01 .90 
    Perceptual Speed (Gs—P) 8,134 35 .85 .09 .92 .05 .86 
    Scanning (Gs—P) 14,081 21 .87 .06 .93 .04 .90 
    Pattern Recognition (Gs—P) 454 3 .86 .05 .93 .03 .84 
    Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Number Facility (Gs) 9,462 29 .86 .11 .92 .07 .84 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
       
    Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 229 1 .87 -- .93 -- .87 
    Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Acquired Knowledge (Generic) 
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    Acquired Knowledge (Direct Measure) 4,009 7 .74 .19 .85 .12 .89 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
       
    Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 3,081 2 .86 .06 .92 .03 .90 
    Mathematics Achievement (Gq) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 438,880 36 .88 .03 .94 .02 .88 
Verbal Ability (overall—Gc and Grw) 
       
    Verbal Ability (Direct Measure) 3,425 4 .85 .11 .92 .06 .91 
Reading and Writing 
       
    Reading Comprehension (Grw)† 434,467 33 .81 .06 .90 .04 .79 
    Reading Decoding (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Native Language Usage (Grw) 2,014 8 .82 .07 .91 .04 .83 
    Writing Ability (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Spelling Ability (Grw) 1,825 7 .86 .15 .92 .09 .94 
Comprehension Knowledge 
       
    Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 398 3 .79 .01 .89 .01 .79 
    General Verbal information (Gc) 2,010 9 .80 .07 .90 .04 .78 
    Language Development (Gc) 563 2 .53 .04 .73 .03 .54 
    Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 416,652 68 .87 .07 .93 .04 .90 
    Communication Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
       
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Arts and Humanities (Gkn—A&H) 153 1 .93 -- .96 -- .93 
    Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 169 1 .79 -- .89 -- .79 
    Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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    Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Occupational (Gkn) 3,218 9 .78 .12 .88 .07 .76 
    Occupational—Military (Gkn) 4,710 10 .87 .00 .93 .00 .87 
    Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 261 2 .57 .00 .75 .00 .57 
    General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) 418,269 24 .81 .05 .90 .03 .83 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) 1,071 2 .76 .08 .87 .04 .80 
    Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) 421,997 37 .81 .05 .90 .03 .82 
    Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) 434,525 26 .82 .03 .91 .02 .82 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 153 1 .94 -- .97 -- .94 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Miscellaneous) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds 
       
    c-Verbal Ability & Memory 258 2 .93 .01 .96 .01 .93 
    c-Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing (Gv) 22,729 9 .88 .02 .94 .01 .88 
    c-Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)  & Number Facility 358 2 .90 .03 .95 .01 .89 
    c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 628 4 .88 .01 .94 .01 .88 
    c-Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Processing Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥𝑥 = unweighted mean reliability; 𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑥𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of reliabilities;  
?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean square-root of reliabilities; 𝑆𝐷𝑞𝑥  = unweighted standard deviation of square-root of reliabilities; 𝜌𝑟𝑥𝑥= sample-size weighted average 
reliability. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-
specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory 
processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term 
storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time 
and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. Where artifacts for a construct were not present, average of artifacts from second-stratum factor to which the 




Characteristics of Range Restriction Artifact Distributions for Cognitive Test Domains, Non-Normative Samples 
 
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒖𝒙 𝝆𝒖𝒙 
General Mental Ability (g) 
     
    g† 6,343 20 .83 .19 .79 
Fluid Ability 
     
    Fluid (Gf)† -- -- -- -- -- 
    Induction (Gf) 40,904 34 .91 .11 .98 
    General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 4,850 15 .86 .10 .81 
    Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,515,303 57 .92 .15 .84 
Short Term Memory 
     
    Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 177 1 1.00 -- 1.00 
    Memory Span (Gsm) 652 5 1.00 .15 1.02 
    Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 439 3 .90 .16 .84 
    Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
     
    Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 177 1 1.06 -- 1.06 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
     
    Long Term Storage---Learning Efficiency (Glr—LE—Direct) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 561 2 .93 .01 .93 
    Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) 329 1 .89 -- .89 
    Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
     
    Retrieval Fluency (Glr—RF)† -- -- -- -- -- 
    Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) 636 4 .86 .32 .94 
    Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) 727 5 .81 .06 .79 
    Naming Facility/Speed of Lexical Access (Glr—RF) 177 1 .97 -- .97 
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    Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing 
     
    Visual Processing (Gv)† 527 4 .85 .15 .88 
    Visualization (Gv) 45,939 40 .97 .13 .98 
    Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Closure Speed (Gv) 430,114 14 .85 .13 .81 
    Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 22,729 9 1.03 .05 1.01 
    Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Visual Memory (Gv) 229 1 .80 -- .80 
Auditory Processing 
     
    Auditory Processing (Ga)† 177 1 .97 -- .97 
    Phonetic Coding (Ga) 232 1 .82 -- .82 
    Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Maintaining and Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed 
     
    Processing Speed (Gs)† 345 3 1.11 .25 1.05 
    Perceptual Speed (Gs—P) 1,067,845 45 .85 .14 .78 
    Scanning (Gs—P) 51,645 37 .85 .16 .90 
    Pattern Recognition (Gs—P) 15,674 16 .88 .12 .82 
    Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Number Facility (Gs) 1,064,667 41 .86 .08 .80 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
     
    Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)† -- -- -- -- -- 
    Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 229 1 1.19 -- 1.19 
    Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- 
Acquired Knowledge (Generic) 
     
    Acquired Knowledge (Direct Measure) 931,673 15 .70 .13 .72 
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Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
     
    Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 315,525 94 .74 .18 .88 
    Mathematics Achievement (Gq) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,528,534 61 .90 .13 .83 
Verbal Ability (overall—Gc and Grw) 
     
    Verbal Ability (Direct Measure) 43,420 68 .80 .13 .80 
Reading and Writing 
     
    Reading Comprehension (Grw)† 1,495,346 47 .86 .17 .77 
    Reading Decoding (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Native Language Usage (Grw) 750 7 .96 .04 .96 
    Writing Ability (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Spelling Ability (Grw) 750 7 1.04 .16 1.03 
Comprehension Knowledge 
     
    Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 177 1 1.00 -- 1.00 
    General Verbal information (Gc) 5,012 20 1.09 .29 .94 
    Language Development (Gc) 423 4 .90 .06 .88 
    Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,325,951 54 .85 .14 .73 
    Communication Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
     
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† -- -- -- -- -- 
    Arts and Humanities (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 844 3 .50 .11 .50 
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    Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Occupational (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Occupational—Military (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) 996,643 29 .98 .11 .86 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) 1,506,531 60 .97 .10 .91 
    Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) 19,196 5 .86 .14 .99 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Physical Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) 1,517,098 55 .95 .13 .90 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 19,196 5 .80 .20 .99 
    Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
    Domain Specific Knowledge (Miscellaneous) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds 
     
    c-Verbal Ability & Memory -- -- -- -- -- 
    c-Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing (Gv) 35,240 10 1.02 .03 1.00 
    c-Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)  & Number Facility 6,861 8 .70 .08 .72 
    c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 239 2 1.01 .06 .99 
    c-Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Processing Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean u-ratio; 𝑆𝐷𝑢𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of u-ratios;  
𝜌𝑢𝑥= sample-size weighted average u-ratio. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & 
humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—
reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning 
efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—
perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. Where artifacts for a construct were not present, average of artifacts from 






Within-Subdomain Convergent Validity of Cognitive Ability Tests 
Construct N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒆𝒔 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
General Mental Ability (g) 
         
    g† 22,009 107 .80 .09 .07 .89 .07 .87-.91 .80-.98 
Fluid Ability 
         
    Fluid (Gf) † 4,254 9 .66 .11 .03 .85 .02 .80-.91 .82-.89 
    Induction (Gf) 30,992 120 .54 .18 .15 .83 .21 .77-.88 .56-1.00 
    General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 1,837 8 .33 .10 .00 .69 .00 .63-.74 .69-.69 
    Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 28,241 34 .78 .13 .13 .90 .10 .86-.94 .77-1.00 
Short Term Memory 
         
    Short Term Memory (Gsm) † 4,082 3 .95 .01 .00 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
    Memory Span (Gsm) 4,021 11 .50 .18 .17 .62 .21 .42-.81 .34-.89 
    Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 9,230 20 .58 .07 .05 .66 .06 .62-.69 .58-.74 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
         
    Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 4,462 20 .82 .10 .10 .90 .10 .84-.96 .77-1.00 
    Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) 2,500 16 .83 .04 .00 1.00 .00 .98-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
         
    Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) 4,563 11 .37 .15 .00 .55 .00 .44-.66 .55-.55 
    Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) 230 1 .64 -- -- .90 -- .77-1.00 ----- 
    Word Fluency (Glr—RF) 745 3 .65 .04 .00 .89 .00 .78-.99 .89-.89 
    Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) 230 1 .76 -- -- 1.00 -- .99-1.00 ----- 
Visual Processing 
         
    Visualization (Gv)  388,055 86 .47 .03 .00 .64 .01 .63-.65 .63-.65 
    Closure Speed (Gv) 23,670 42 .45 .06 .05 .64 .05 .62-.67 .57-.71 
    Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,152 7 .43 .06 .00 .45 .00 .33-.56 .45-.45 
    Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,005 8 .44 .14 .11 .69 .08 .58-.79 .59-.79 
    Visual Memory (Gv) 2,500 16 .39 .14 .12 .53 .16 .43-.62 .32-.73 
Auditory Processing 
         
    Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,577 7 .50 .07 .06 .60 .08 .54-.66 .50-.70 
Processing Speed 
         
    Perceptual Speed (Gs) 349,713 31 .36 .03 .03 .43 .03 .41-.45 .39-.47 
    Scanning (Gs) 4,853 25 .39 .18 .11 .57 .06 .52-.63 .50-.65 
    Pattern Recognition (Gs) 11,667 7 .53 .04 .00 .67 .02 .62-.72 .64-.70 
 222 
    Number Facility (Gs) 4,968 22 .73 .07 .05 .85 .04 .82-.88 .80-.90 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
         
    Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 120 1 .64 -- -- .85 -- .77-.92 ----- 
Acquired Knowledge 
         
    Acquired Knowledge† 1,552 5 .56 .40 .39 .94 .24 .72-1.00 .63-1.00 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
         
    Quantitative Ability (Gq) † 880 3 .79 .02 .00 .92 .00 .91-.94 .92-.92 
    Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 2,469 8 .74 .16 .15 .90 .11 .80-.99 .76-1.00 
    Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .73 .09 .08 1.00 .11 .89-1.00 .88-1.00 
Verbal Ability (overall—Gc and Grw) 
         
    Verbal Ability† 7,176 20 .74 .12 .10 .92 .07 .88-.96 .83-1.00 
Reading and Writing 
         
    Reading Comprehension (Grw) 4,738 5 .95 .04 .04 1.00 .05 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
    Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,828 7 .73 .04 .04 .82 .04 .79-.86 .77-.88 
    Native Language Usage (Grw) 339,464 6 .52 .01 .00 .71 .00 .70-.71 .71-.71 
    Spelling Ability (Grw) 411 1 .84 -- -- .89 -- .86-.92 ----- 
Comprehension Knowledge 
         
    Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) † 4,082 3 .97 .01 .00 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
    General Verbal information (Gc) 339,084 5 .74 .02 .01 .91 .01 .89-.93 .89-.92 
    Language Development (Gc) 1,902 8 .24 .08 .02 .42 .00 .36-.49 .42-.43 
    Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 368,134 57 .82 .04 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
    Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .69 .00 .00 .94 .00 .93-.94 .93-.94 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
         
    Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 339,176 5 .47 .02 .01 .88 .02 .84-.91 .85-.91 
    Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 548 2 .60 .08 .00 .97 .00 .90-1.00 .97-.97 
    Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .00 .70 .00 .68-.71 .70-.70 
    Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 120 1 .40 -- -- .90 -- .86-.94 ----- 
    Occupational (Gkn) 289 3 .72 .07 .00 .97 .00 .92-1.00 .97-.97 
    Occupational—Military (Gkn) 1,132 2 .49 .08 .07 .79 .04 .73-.85 .74-.84 
    Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .02 .02 .72 .04 .68-.76 .67-.76 
    Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .29 .03 .03 .92 .08 .84-1.00 .81-1.00 
    General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) 980 1 .39 -- -- .63 -- .59-.67 ----- 
    Life Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn—S) 1,071 2 .09 .34 .33 .39 .28 -.01-.78 .03-.74 
    Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) 342,052 20 .37 .01 .00 .77 .00 .76-.78 .77-.77 
    Phys. Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) 548 2 .48 .11 .10 .67 .09 .53-.82 .56-.79 
    Phys. Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn—S) 2,239,721 62 .62 .06 .05 .87 .06 .84-.90 .79-.94 
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    Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 548 2 .46 .05 .00 .50 .00 .43-.57 .50-.50 
    Unspecified or Miscellaneous (Gkn) 338,856 4 .36 .03 .03 .39 .03 .36-.42 .35-.43 
Cognitive Ability Compounds          
    c- Reading Comp. (Grw) & Processing Speed (Gs) 4,082 3 .76 .03 .02 .88 .03 .84-.92 .85-.91 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑒𝑠 = standard deviation of observed correlations after correcting for 
sampling error; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations 
after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. 
Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific 
knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory 
processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term 
storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time 
and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. c- Reading Comp. (Grw) & Processing Speed (Gs) = COMPOUND--Reading Comprehension + Processing Speed. 
















Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains and General Mental Ability (g; direct measures of construct) 
Construct  N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 7,083 20 .66 .08 .83 .00 .81-.86 .83-.83 
      Induction (Gf) 17,373 105 .58 .14 .76 .10 .72-.80 .63-.88 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 8,487 47 .48 .13 .63 .06 .59-.68 .55-.71 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 6,079 11 .70 .13 .85 .08 .80-.90 .74-.95 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 177 1 .55 -- .67 -- .58-.75 ----- 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 6,317 35 .49 .09 .54 .04 .50-.58 .49-.60 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 3,437 20 .63 .09 .69 .08 .65-.74 .60-.79 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval  (Glr)† 177 1 .60 -- .73 -- .65-.81 ----- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency    
      
      Associative Memory (Glr-LE) 552 3 .37 .11 .54 .07 .45-.64 .46-.63 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr-LE) 541 3 .45 .06 .59 .00 .54-.65 .59-.59 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr-LE) 433 1 .23 -- .42 -- .35-.50 ----- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr-RF) 764 4 .23 .19 .43 .00 .28-.59 .43-.43 
      Associational Fluency (Glr-RF) 61 1 .06 -- .39 -- .19-.58 ----- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr-RF) 94 1 .36 -- .62 -- .48-.76 ----- 
      Naming Facility (Glr-RF) 673 3 .34 .36 .60 .22 .29-.90 .31-.88 
      Word Fluency (Glr-RF) 617 3 .45 .20 .69 .07 .51-.87 .61-.77 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 2,817 7 .47 .11 .65 .00 .55-.75 .65-.65 
      Visualization (Gv) 36,175 128 .64 .18 .75 .07 .72-.78 .66-.85 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 6,815 38 .40 .08 .55 .03 .51-.58 .52-.58 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,024 6 .38 .09 .40 .00 .34-.47 .40-.40 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 692 3 .28 .13 .58 .00 .48-.69 .58-.58 
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      Visual Memory (Gv) 433 1 .15 -- .52 -- .45-.59 ----- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 177 1 .56 -- .81 -- .74-.89 ----- 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 2,968 2 .40 .09 .70 .00 .61-.78 .70-.70 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 319 1 .27 -- .60 -- .53-.68 ----- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 579 3 .35 .15 .33 .06 .19-.48 .25-.42 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 678,809 77 .43 .03 .69 .00 .69-.70 .69-.69 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 51,820 71 .54 .06 .73 .00 .70-.75 .73-.73 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 47,789 49 .52 .05 .68 .00 .67-.69 .68-.68 
      Number Facility (Gs) 669,412 21 .48 .02 .72 .00 .72-.73 .72-.72 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 1,007 12 .62 .19 .88 .08 .81-.95 .78-.97 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 1,697 16 .73 .12 .85 .06 .81-.90 .78-.93 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 6,597 32 .67 .10 .83 .05 .80-.85 .77-.89 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 94 1 .67 -- .83 -- .75-.91 ----- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 11,713 51 .69 .09 .86 .02 .84-.88 .83-.89 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 3,962 16 .67 .11 .87 .04 .83-.91 .81-.93 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 558 4 .46 .15 .73 .04 .63-.83 .69-.78 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 4,212 26 .71 .07 .78 .00 .75-.80 .78-.78 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 392 3 .65 .04 .86 .00 .83-.89 .86-.86 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 5,068 34 .59 .09 .52 .00 .49-.55 .52-.52 
Comprehension Knowledg   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 285 3 .68 .05 .88 .00 .85-.91 .88-.88 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 7,040 39 .57 .10 .68 .00 .64-.72 .68-.68 
      Language Development (Gc) 6,463 34 .52 .09 .63 .05 .59-.67 .56-.70 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 10,033 41 .62 .11 .78 .04 .74-.81 .72-.83 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 17 1 .63 -- .82 -- .69-.95 ----- 
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Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 












      Occupational Knowledge--Military (Gkn) 4,705 10 .43 .07 .71 .00 .68-.74 .71-.71 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 667,165 9 .75 .01 .89 .00 .89-.90 .89-.89 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 674,771 56 .64 .03 .79 .00 .78-.80 .79-.79 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 134 2 .55 .08 .56 .00 .46-.67 .56-.56 
      Phys. Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 667,779 10 .48 .05 .67 .00 .65-.70 .67-.67 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 197 3 .60 .06 .58 .00 .53-.64 .58-.58 
Cognitive Ability Compounds    
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Facility (Gs) 10,048 38 .58 .09 .79 .00 .78-.81 .79-.79 




Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Fluid Ability 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Fluid (Gf)†         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 7,083 20 .66 .08 .83 .00 .81-.86 .83-.83 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 11,566 27 .42 .11 .66 .00 .62-.70 .66-.66 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 3,656 16 .57 .15 .83 .04 .77-.89 .77-.88 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 2,461 10 .55 .12 .76 .05 .70-.82 .69-.82 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 566 4 .32 .08 .34 .00 .26-.42 .34-.34 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 166 2 .54 .06 .76 .00 .70-.82 .76-.76 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Word Fluency (Glr-RF) 959 5 .27 .15 .54 .00 .43-.66 .54-.54 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 368 3 .15 .08 .42 .00 .34-.50 .42-.42 
      Visualization (Gv) 4,363 21 .44 .13 .62 .00 .56-.67 .62-.62 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 185 2 .09 .04 .43 .00 .38-.47 .43-.43 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 123 1 .18 -- .21 -- .02-.41 -- 
      Imagery (Gv) 446 3 .52 .02 .81 .00 .79-.83 .81-.81 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 149 1 .22 -- .55 -- .42-.68 -- 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 149 1 .21 -- .54 -- .41-.67 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 149 1 .32 -- .63 -- .51-.75 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,858 16 .25 .13 .55 .00 .51-.60 .55-.55 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 2,346 10 .30 .21 .61 .00 .52-.70 .61-.61 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 1,401 4 .47 .15 .71 .06 .60-.82 .63-.79 
      Number Facility (Gs) 604 3 .11 .19 .45 .00 .29-.61 .45-.45 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 1,090 5 .49 .10 .79 .00 .73-.85 .79-.79 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 7,030 37 .60 .11 .78 .04 .75-.81 .73-.83 
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      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 941 10 .52 .15 .74 .06 .67-.81 .67-.81 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 12,177 47 .53 .13 .76 .00 .73-.79 .75-.76 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 771 5 .45 .10 .73 .00 .66-.79 .73-.73 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 228 1 .11 -- .47 -- .38-.57 -- 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 495 7 .56 .10 .69 .00 .62-.76 .69-.69 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 495 7 .43 .13 .42 .00 .32-.51 .42-.42 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 1,228 6 .39 .15 .59 .00 .47-.70 .59-.59 
      Language Development (Gc) 527 3 .25 .06 .49 .00 .43-.55 .49-.49 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 3,706 12 .45 .11 .71 .00 .66-.75 .71-.71 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .42 -- .74 -- .64-.83 -- 
      Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 30 1 -.02 -- .50 -- .33-.67 -- 
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 288 1 .80 -- .98 -- .95-1.00 -- 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 701 9 .49 .12 .69 .05 .62-.76 .63-.75 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 153 1 .45 -- .50 -- .38-.61 -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Facility (Gs) 4,919 8 .53 .06 .76 .00 .74-.79 .76-.76 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 430 4 .22 .15 .51 .00 .40-.62 .51-.51 
Induction (Gf)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g†  17,373 105 .58 .14 .76 .10 .72-.80 .63-.88 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 11,566 27 .42 .11 .66 .00 .62-.70 .66-.66 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 33,973 68 .46 .10 .68 .06 .64-.72 .60-.76 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 76,038 83 .53 .11 .73 .07 .69-.76 .64-.81 
Memory    
      
      Memory† 10,612 1 .67 -- .86 -- .83-.89 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 7,183 6 .57 .03 .74 .00 .72-.77 .74-.74 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 361,135 70 .34 .02 .46 .01 .46-.47 .44-.48 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 11,211 29 .47 .08 .64 .07 .59-.68 .55-.72 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .35 .03 .32-.38 .32-.39 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
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      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 7,473 7 .59 .07 .76 .08 .68-.84 .65-.87 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr-LE) 11,698 23 .43 .09 .58 .08 .52-.64 .49-.68 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr-LE) 2,311 8 .34 .11 .50 .09 .40-.60 .39-.61 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr-LE) 2,525 9 .30 .06 .39 .01 .34-.44 .37-.41 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr-LE) 433 1 .22 -- .41 -- .32-.50 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr-RF) 5,309 15 .26 .08 .45 .00 .40-.50 .45-.45 
      Associational Fluency (Glr-RF) 437 2 .29 .00 .51 .00 .30-.72 .51-.51 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr-RF) 230 1 .39 -- .56 -- .27-.85 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr-RF) 339,557 7 .47 .02 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
      Naming Facility (Glr-RF) 7,225 11 .33 .06 .43 .05 .37-.49 .36-.50 
      Word Fluency (Glr-RF) 6,094 25 .35 .10 .56 .00 .50-.62 .56-.56 
      Figural Fluency (Glr-RF) 230 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.01-.35 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 8,516 11 .51 .07 .69 .07 .62-.76 .61-.77 
      Visualization (Gv) 432,122 168 .45 .05 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 23,516 44 .40 .08 .61 .00 .57-.65 .61-.61 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 40,233 29 .36 .08 .45 .07 .42-.49 .36-.54 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,774 11 .32 .12 .57 .00 .48-.66 .57-.57 
      Imagery (Gv) 924 6 .50 .09 .78 .00 .71-.85 .78-.78 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 8,225 12 .29 .06 .44 .06 .38-.50 .37-.51 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,490 6 .52 .04 .66 .04 .62-.71 .61-.72 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,604 8 .44 .05 .60 .04 .55-.65 .54-.65 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 149 1 .35 -- .64 -- .51-.77 -- 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,158 2 .27 .01 .57 .00 .56-.58 .57-.57 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 149 1 .27 -- .57 -- .43-.70 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 11,338 15 .39 .10 .49 .10 .41-.57 .36-.62 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 381,241 102 .24 .05 .33 .04 .31-.34 .27-.38 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 388,045 83 .21 .06 .32 .05 .29-.34 .25-.39 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 1,939 15 .24 .14 .51 .00 .45-.57 .51-.51 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .45 .03 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 
      Number Facility (Gs) 359,847 58 .35 .03 .46 .01 .45-.47 .45-.47 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
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      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 85 1 .27 -- .54 -- .37-.70 -- 
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,869 4 .37 .10 .49 .12 .34-.63 .34-.64 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 25,581 21 .62 .12 .82 .06 .76-.88 .75-.90 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge    
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 350,332 22 .51 .03 .72 .00 .70-.75 .72-.72 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 388,972 47 .50 .05 .69 .00 .67-.70 .69-.69 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,919 5 .50 .03 .72 .01 .68-.77 .71-.74 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 5,584 29 .38 .20 .63 .11 .56-.69 .49-.76 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 376,756 35 .57 .04 .76 .00 .74-.77 .76-.76 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,114 7 .42 .07 .55 .08 .48-.62 .44-.66 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,509 5 .48 .05 .71 .00 .65-.77 .71-.71 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 348,771 22 .44 .02 .63 .00 .61-.64 .63-.63 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 8,135 7 .43 .12 .55 .16 .43-.67 .35-.75 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 350,279 23 .32 .03 .52 .03 .49-.54 .48-.55 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 7,322 8 .58 .08 .73 .07 .66-.80 .65-.82 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 372,610 68 .50 .04 .68 .00 .66-.69 .68-.68 
      Language Development (Gc) 346,623 44 .42 .03 .57 .03 .55-.58 .53-.60 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 425,798 145 .52 .07 .73 .02 .72-.75 .71-.76 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .46 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .49 .06 .65 .07 .59-.72 .56-.75 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .40 .01 .73 .00 .72-.74 .73-.73 
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .40 -- .70 -- .60-.81 -- 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .37 .00 .62 .00 .61-.62 .62-.62 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .50 .00 .48-.53 .50-.50 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .45 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .68 .04 .60-.75 .62-.73 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .02 .63 .00 .60-.66 .63-.63 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .52 .01 .49-.55 .50-.53 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .68 .00 .66-.71 .68-.68 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .55 .00 .54-.57 .55-.55 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 339,117 6 .19 .01 .42 .00 .41-.44 .42-.42 
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      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 45,221 26 .53 .09 .76 .03 .71-.80 .71-.80 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,471 10 .39 .01 .65 .00 .64-.67 .65-.65 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .38 .01 .63 .00 .61-.65 .63-.63 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 372,270 43 .37 .04 .65 .00 .63-.66 .65-.65 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 84 1 .37 -- .46 -- .26-.67 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .66 .00 .65-.68 .66-.66 
      Phys. Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 379,581 26 .32 .03 .57 .00 .56-.58 .57-.57 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 343,175 9 .48 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .02 .40 .02 .38-.42 .38-.42 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Processing (Gv) 37,473 11 .37 .09 .42 .09 .36-.48 .31-.53 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Facility (Gs) 2,051 16 .43 .09 .67 .00 .64-.70 .67-.67 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 1,809 18 .69 .09 .89 .00 .84-.94 .89-.89 
General Sequential Reasoning (Gf)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g†  8,487 47 .49 .14 .65 .07 .61-.70 .57-.74 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 3,656 16 .57 .15 .83 .04 .77-.89 .77-.88 
      Induction (Gf) 33,973 68 .46 .10 .68 .06 .64-.72 .60-.76 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 27,101 31 .43 .10 .58 .08 .52-.64 .48-.68 
Memory    
      
      Memory† 10,612 1 .40 -- .47 -- .42-.51 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 13,548 41 .36 .06 .44 .04 .41-.47 .39-.48 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 9,929 25 .44 .08 .53 .08 .48-.57 .43-.62 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 7,804 11 .43 .11 .51 .11 .42-.60 .37-.66 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,584 4 .36 .04 .48 .00 .41-.54 .48-.48 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .14 -- .37 -- .29-.46 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,134 6 .25 .10 .45 .00 .17-.73 .45-.45 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .26 .00 .49 .00 .24-.73 .49-.49 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .37 -- .49 -- .11-.86 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 255 3 .10 .06 .52 .00 .47-.58 .52-.52 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 7,552 11 .23 .04 .29 .00 .26-.33 .29-.29 
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      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,401 8 .33 .13 .61 .00 .49-.73 .61-.61 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .16 -- .21 -- .04-.38 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 31,977 57 .41 .09 .57 .00 .53-.60 .57-.57 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 23,258 40 .41 .08 .59 .05 .55-.62 .53-.64 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 4,098 11 .21 .07 .25 .03 .19-.32 .21-.30 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 944 5 .23 .08 .52 .00 .40-.63 .52-.52 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,909 10 .35 .07 .47 .06 .41-.54 .40-.55 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,914 8 .40 .07 .49 .07 .43-.56 .40-.59 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 319 1 .13 -- .53 -- .44-.62 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 521 2 .09 .02 .49 .00 .47-.52 .49-.49 
Processing Speed    
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 473 4 .52 .12 .53 .00 .41-.65 .53-.53 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 30,789 53 .34 .09 .49 .06 .46-.52 .42-.56 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 7,166 28 .30 .10 .57 .00 .52-.61 .57-.57 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 69 1 .31 -- .64 -- .47-.81 -- 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .42 .03 .49 .00 .45-.53 .49-.49 
      Number Facility (Gs) 9,793 21 .32 .12 .46 .08 .39-.53 .35-.57 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 2,956 4 .34 .10 .42 .10 .29-.55 .29-.56 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 18,791 7 .47 .12 .64 .09 .53-.76 .53-.76 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 7,168 8 .56 .06 .71 .04 .65-.77 .65-.76 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 3,084 4 .22 .07 .54 .00 .46-.62 .54-.54 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 903 5 .50 .25 .78 .16 .62-.95 .58-.98 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 10,034 11 .38 .10 .55 .08 .47-.63 .45-.66 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,045 7 .38 .10 .45 .11 .36-.54 .30-.60 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,912 7 .43 .08 .56 .09 .47-.64 .44-.67 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,045 7 .42 .11 .49 .12 .39-.58 .33-.65 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 6,806 6 .41 .10 .59 .14 .48-.71 .42-.77 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 29,866 48 .42 .10 .56 .00 .51-.60 .56-.56 
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      Language Development (Gc) 6,350 33 .46 .09 .60 .05 .55-.64 .54-.65 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 31,997 59 .39 .11 .58 .09 .54-.62 .46-.70 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,806 6 .44 .09 .54 .10 .45-.62 .40-.67 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .43 .04 .66 .02 .60-.72 .63-.68 
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 288 1 .81 -- 1.00 -- 1.00-1.00 -- 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 7,485 8 .32 .04 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 3,719 7 .22 .09 .49 .00 .40-.57 .49-.49 
      Phys. Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 2,670 3 .06 .06 .36 .00 .26-.46 .36-.36 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .48 .02 .60 .00 .57-.62 .60-.60 
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Processing (Gv) 2,233 1 .19 -- .21 -- .17-.25 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Facility (Gs) 181 2 .27 .01 .64 .00 .63-.65 .64-.64 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 62 1 .25 -- .58 -- .40-.76 -- 
Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)         
General Cognitive Ability    
      
      g†  6,079 11 .70 .13 .85 .08 .80-.90 .74-.95 
Fluid Ability    
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 2,461 10 .55 .12 .76 .05 .70-.82 .69-.82 
      Induction (Gf) 76,038 83 .53 .11 .73 .07 .69-.76 .64-.81 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 27,101 31 .43 .10 .58 .08 .52-.64 .48-.68 
Memory    
      
      Memory† 10,612 1 .52 -- .58 -- .55-.60 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,082 3 .58 .02 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 13,767 24 .29 .06 .33 .05 .30-.37 .28-.39 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 18,666 10 .52 .11 .58 .12 .49-.68 .43-.74 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 4,082 3 .51 .04 .56 .04 .51-.61 .51-.61 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 10,676 17 .33 .09 .40 .08 .34-.46 .29-.51 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,480 4 .31 .03 .40 .00 .34-.46 .40-.40 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,525 9 .21 .06 .23 .03 .18-.28 .19-.27 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 2,896 7 .26 .10 .44 .00 .35-.52 .44-.44 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .37 .00 .59 .00 .42-.75 .59-.59 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .52 -- .65 -- .35-.94 -- 
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      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 411 2 .17 .17 .52 .11 .34-.70 .38-.65 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 8,032 16 .23 .06 .29 .00 .25-.34 .29-.29 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 4,267 19 .30 .10 .43 .00 .37-.49 .43-.43 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .23 -- .29 -- .14-.44 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,272 10 .50 .07 .63 .03 .57-.68 .59-.66 
      Visualization (Gv) 103,675 94 .47 .11 .61 .00 .58-.64 .61-.61 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 467,701 20 .50 .04 .72 .03 .70-.74 .68-.77 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 40,412 30 .40 .07 .45 .06 .42-.48 .37-.53 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,235 10 .39 .06 .62 .00 .56-.69 .62-.62 
      Imagery (Gv) 924 6 .46 .12 .75 .07 .67-.82 .65-.84 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,462 9 .17 .08 .22 .09 .15-.29 .10-.34 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 4,082 3 .46 .05 .51 .05 .44-.57 .44-.57 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,323 7 .38 .07 .43 .07 .38-.49 .35-.52 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 797 3 .37 .03 .67 .00 .64-.69 .67-.67 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 319 1 .08 -- .43 -- .34-.52 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 7,714 16 .40 .10 .43 .08 .37-.48 .33-.53 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,499,425 84 .35 .07 .62 .04 .61-.63 .57-.67 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 61,347 61 .39 .11 .63 .06 .60-.66 .55-.71 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 15,037 15 .33 .08 .49 .08 .39-.58 .38-.59 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .40 .12 .44 .13 .29-.59 .27-.60 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,500,377 97 .44 .07 .68 .03 .67-.69 .64-.72 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 85 1 .19 -- .50 -- .35-.65 -- 
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,637 3 .28 .12 .32 .14 .16-.47 .14-.49 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 25,433 17 .52 .09 .64 .07 .59-.70 .55-.74 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 8,267 7 .73 .02 .88 .00 .86-.90 .88-.88 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,951,482 79 .69 .05 .86 .02 .85-.86 .83-.89 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 934,903 23 .62 .01 .82 .00 .81-.82 .82-.82 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 1,764,070 67 .53 .09 .77 .05 .75-.78 .70-.83 
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      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,048 7 .51 .06 .56 .07 .51-.62 .48-.65 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,509 5 .44 .05 .57 .04 .50-.64 .51-.63 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 9,642 14 .58 .06 .70 .06 .65-.76 .63-.77 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 8,178 7 .50 .06 .56 .06 .51-.61 .49-.63 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 10,842 14 .56 .05 .71 .00 .67-.76 .71-.71 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 4,082 3 .52 .04 .56 .03 .51-.60 .52-.60 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 28,860 32 .44 .10 .56 .00 .51-.62 .56-.56 
      Language Development (Gc) 636 2 .40 .01 .60 .00 .59-.61 .60-.60 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,816,075 138 .53 .10 .75 .06 .73-.76 .67-.82 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .43 .05 .50 .05 .45-.54 .43-.56 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .34 -- .67 -- .58-.77 -- 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .50 .04 .73 .05 .66-.81 .67-.80 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,943,255 72 .57 .07 .77 .05 .75-.78 .70-.84 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,232 12 .43 .08 .66 .00 .62-.69 .66-.66 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,929,274 79 .59 .06 .77 .04 .75-.78 .71-.82 
      Phys. Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 1,940,124 73 .42 .07 .63 .05 .61-.64 .57-.69 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,235 4 .55 .03 .64 .00 .60-.68 .64-.64 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Verbal Ability & Memory 1,200 1 .39 -- .63 -- .59-.66 -- 
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Processing (Gv) 37,473 11 .43 .10 .43 .09 .37-.48 .31-.54 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Facility (Gs) 2,874 3 .67 .08 .84 .04 .78-.90 .79-.90 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .54 -- .75 -- .67-.82 -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 








Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains and Memory (General; direct measure) 
 
Construct N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 10,612 1 .67 -- .86 -- .83-.89 -- 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 10,612 1 .40 -- .47 -- .42-.51 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 10,612 1 .52 -- .58 -- .55-.60 -- 
Short Term Memory    
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 1,250 13 .46 .11 .51 .09 .44-.58 .40-.63 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 1,367 14 .84 .03 .98 .00 .94-1.00 .98-.98 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 117 1 .78 -- .97 -- .90-1.00 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 117 1 .17 -- .37 -- .20-.55 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 10,612 1 .30 -- .37 -- .33-.41 -- 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 10,612 1 .33 -- .40 -- .36-.44 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 10,729 2 .42 .00 .48 .00 .45-.51 .48-.48 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 117 1 .21 -- .42 -- .27-.57 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 10,612 1 .66 -- .72 -- .69-.75 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 10,612 1 .53 -- .62 -- .59-.65 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 10,729 2 .57 .00 .70 .00 .67-.73 .70-.70 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 





Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Short Term Memory  
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)†         
General Cognitive Ability  
        
      g† 177 1 .55 -- .67 -- .58-.75 -- 
Fluid Ability  
        
      Induction (Gf) 7,183 6 .57 .03 .74 .00 .72-.77 .74-.74 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,082 3 .58 .02 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
Memory  
        
      Memory† 1,250 13 .46 .11 .51 .09 .44-.58 .40-.63 
Short Term Memory 
        
      Memory Span (Gsm) 1,320 14 .43 .12 .50 .09 .42-.59 .39-.62 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,606 4 .85 .01 .96 .00 .94-.98 .96-.96 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
        
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 7,794 6 .50 .06 .56 .06 .51-.62 .48-.64 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
        
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 70 1 .42 -- .58 -- .37-.79 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
        
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .45 .04 .50 .03 .45-.54 .46-.53 
Visual Processing 
        
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,863 6 .43 .05 .50 .05 .45-.55 .43-.57 
Auditory Processing 
        
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,490 6 .57 .07 .64 .08 .57-.70 .54-.73 
Processing Speed 
        
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 7,976 6 .48 .07 .52 .07 .46-.58 .43-.61 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,082 3 .52 .04 .60 .03 .55-.65 .56-.64 
      Number Facility (Gs) 4,082 3 .77 .02 .86 .00 .84-.88 .86-.86 
Acquired Knowledge 
        
      Acquired Knowledge† 7,499 6 .56 .06 .62 .06 .57-.67 .55-.70 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
        
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .57 .03 .69 .00 .66-.73 .69-.69 
Reading and Writing 
        
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 6,660 6 .53 .04 .62 .03 .58-.65 .57-.66 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .44 .05 .55 .05 .48-.62 .49-.62 
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Comprehension Knowledge 
        
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 7,641 6 .54 .04 .59 .04 .55-.62 .54-.64 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 4,082 3 .56 .03 .70 .00 .66-.73 .70-.70 
Cognitive Ability Compounds 
        
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .43 -- .58 -- .47-.69 -- 
Memory Span (Gsm)         
General Cognitive Ability 
        
      g† 6,317 35 .49 .09 .54 .04 .50-.58 .49-.60 
Fluid Ability 
        
      Fluid (Gf)† 566 4 .32 .08 .34 .00 .26-.42 .34-.34 
      Induction (Gf) 361,135 70 .34 .02 .46 .01 .46-.47 .44-.48 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 13,548 41 .36 .06 .44 .04 .41-.47 .39-.48 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 13,767 24 .29 .06 .33 .05 .30-.37 .28-.39 
Memory 
        
      Memory† 1,367 14 .84 .03 .98 .00 .94-1.00 .98-.98 
Short Term Memory 
        
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 1,320 14 .43 .12 .50 .09 .42-.59 .39-.62 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 11,154 27 .50 .13 .58 .14 .52-.64 .40-.76 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .50 .00 .49-.51 .50-.50 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
        
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 290 1 .19 -- .22 -- .09-.35 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
        
      Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE)† 2,500 16 .41 .28 .53 .35 .35-.71 .08-.98 
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 13,620 32 .31 .09 .36 .09 .31-.41 .24-.48 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 4,703 22 .20 .10 .25 .08 .17-.32 .14-.35 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,712 11 .82 .12 .96 .14 .90-1.00 .79-1.00 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .17 -- .20 -- .09-.31 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
        
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 4,202 8 .24 .08 .29 .05 .20-.38 .23-.35 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 347 2 .46 .00 .58 .00 .36-.80 .58-.58 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .47 -- .61 -- .35-.87 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 339,475 6 .34 .01 .44 .01 .43-.45 .43-.45 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,806 7 .31 .03 .35 .00 .33-.38 .35-.35 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 3,982 15 .33 .09 .42 .06 .35-.49 .35-.50 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .22 -- .29 -- .13-.45 -- 
Visual Processing 
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      Visualization (Gv) 359,213 62 .22 .04 .28 .04 .26-.29 .22-.33 
      Speeded Rotation (Gv) 1,015 1 .13 -- .17 -- .06-.29 -- 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 6,899 35 .28 .08 .35 .04 .31-.39 .30-.40 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,076 4 .29 .07 .31 .00 .15-.48 .31-.31 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,070 4 .25 .13 .27 .06 .08-.47 .19-.35 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 10,411 26 .25 .05 .32 .02 .29-.34 .29-.34 
Auditory Processing 
        
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,608 8 .44 .06 .53 .07 .47-.59 .45-.61 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,009 1 .44 -- .47 -- .42-.53 -- 
Processing Speed 
        
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 3,249 5 .22 .05 .21 .00 .13-.29 .21-.21 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 357,240 63 .19 .03 .22 .04 .21-.23 .18-.27 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 345,717 38 .14 .05 .18 .06 .16-.20 .11-.25 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 352 4 .27 .06 .28 .00 .22-.34 .28-.28 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .43 .03 .49 .00 .46-.53 .49-.49 
      Number Facility (Gs) 352,451 26 .29 .02 .33 .01 .32-.34 .31-.35 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
        
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 117 1 .12 -- .13 -- -.06-.32 -- 
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,869 4 .24 .06 .28 .05 .21-.36 .22-.35 
Acquired Knowledge 
        
      Acquired Knowledge† 4,358 7 .40 .04 .45 .00 .43-.47 .45-.45 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
        
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 347,383 13 .39 .02 .49 .00 .48-.51 .49-.49 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 339,540 8 .38 .02 .47 .01 .45-.50 .46-.49 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .48 .00 .46-.50 .48-.48 
Verbal Ability 
        
      Verbal Ability† 559 6 .28 .13 .29 .02 .19-.39 .26-.32 
Reading and Writing 
        
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 348,053 14 .47 .02 .56 .02 .55-.57 .54-.58 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,113 7 .41 .06 .49 .06 .43-.54 .41-.56 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 228 1 .06 -- .08 -- -.09-.25 -- 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 345,772 12 .40 .01 .52 .00 .51-.52 .52-.52 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 8,131 7 .36 .10 .42 .11 .34-.51 .28-.56 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 346,976 12 .40 .01 .58 .00 .57-.59 .58-.58 
Comprehension Knowledge 
        
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .13 -- .14 -- .04-.24 -- 
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      General Verbal Information (Gc) 353,239 45 .38 .03 .47 .03 .46-.48 .43-.51 
      Language Development (Gc) 344,835 35 .40 .01 .49 .01 .49-.50 .48-.50 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 359,652 61 .41 .02 .53 .00 .52-.53 .52-.53 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .41 .00 .53 .00 .53-.54 .53-.53 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .39 .04 .48 .04 .44-.52 .43-.53 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
        
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .32 .01 .53 .01 .51-.55 .51-.55 
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .27 -- .28 -- .14-.41 -- 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .35 .00 .53 .00 .52-.53 .53-.53 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .43 .00 .42-.45 .43-.43 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .53 .00 .52-.54 .53-.53 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .42 .02 .65 .00 .61-.69 .65-.65 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .00 .46 .00 .46-.47 .46-.46 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .48 .01 .46-.49 .46-.49 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .43 .04 .38-.48 .37-.48 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .23 .03 .34 .05 .29-.39 .28-.40 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .18 .05 .13-.22 .12-.24 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,658 5 .34 .02 .50 .00 .48-.52 .50-.50 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .45 .02 .43-.47 .42-.47 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .35 .02 .52 .03 .49-.55 .48-.56 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,540 8 .18 .03 .28 .04 .25-.31 .23-.33 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 84 1 .32 -- .40 -- .15-.64 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .41 .02 .39-.43 .39-.44 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 339,432 6 .16 .03 .26 .04 .22-.29 .20-.31 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 343,175 9 .38 .02 .47 .02 .45-.48 .44-.49 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .00 .45 .00 .45-.45 .45-.45 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .29 .01 .28-.30 .29-.30 
Cognitive Ability Compounds 
        
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 352 4 .29 .21 .27 .11 .10-.45 .13-.42 
Working Memory Capacity (Gsm)         
General Cognitive Ability 
        
      g†  3,437 20 .63 .09 .69 .08 .65-.74 .60-.79 
Fluid Ability 
        
      Fluid (Gf)† 166 2 .54 .06 .76 .00 .70-.82 .76-.76 
      Induction (Gf) 11,211 29 .47 .08 .64 .07 .59-.68 .55-.72 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 9,929 25 .44 .08 .53 .08 .48-.57 .43-.62 
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      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 18,666 10 .52 .11 .58 .12 .49-.68 .43-.74 
Short Term Memory 
        
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 2,606 4 .85 .01 .96 .00 .94-.98 .96-.96 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 11,154 27 .50 .13 .58 .14 .52-.64 .40-.76 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
        
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 2,716 5 .56 .10 .63 .10 .51-.76 .51-.76 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
        
      Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE)† 1,250 13 .30 .12 .37 .08 .29-.45 .26-.47 
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 8,119 20 .39 .09 .44 .08 .39-.48 .33-.54 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 3,651 19 .37 .08 .44 .06 .39-.48 .35-.52 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
        
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 110 1 .27 -- .54 -- .40-.69 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,588 7 .33 .05 .38 .04 .33-.42 .33-.43 
Visual Processing 
        
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 2,606 4 .43 .09 .51 .10 .39-.64 .39-.64 
      Visualization (Gv) 10,545 26 .42 .06 .53 .05 .50-.56 .47-.59 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 14,558 20 .54 .16 .67 .17 .57-.76 .45-.89 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 9,242 23 .32 .12 .40 .14 .33-.46 .22-.57 
Auditory Processing 
        
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 2,520 4 .51 .06 .58 .06 .50-.66 .50-.66 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,751 7 .43 .05 .51 .05 .46-.56 .44-.57 
Processing Speed 
        
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 2,606 4 .52 .11 .57 .12 .43-.72 .42-.73 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 20,629 26 .42 .08 .49 .08 .45-.52 .39-.58 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 3,115 17 .48 .11 .58 .11 .52-.65 .44-.73 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,289 3 .47 .06 .52 .06 .45-.60 .45-.60 
      Number Facility (Gs) 18,089 8 .43 .06 .48 .06 .44-.53 .41-.55 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
        
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,107 4 .33 .10 .40 .11 .27-.53 .26-.53 
Acquired Knowledge 
        
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,706 3 .54 .05 .60 .05 .53-.67 .53-.67 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
        
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 6,957 6 .50 .04 .61 .02 .57-.65 .58-.64 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 10,963 1 .61 -- .73 -- .70-.75 -- 
Reading and Writing  
        
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 17,733 7 .47 .06 .54 .07 .48-.59 .45-.63 
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      Reading Decoding (Grw) 6,920 6 .42 .08 .48 .08 .41-.55 .37-.58 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,527 6 .49 .05 .60 .06 .55-.66 .53-.68 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 6,957 6 .39 .11 .44 .12 .34-.53 .29-.59 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 6,957 6 .46 .07 .64 .09 .56-.72 .53-.76 
Comprehension Knowledge 
        
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 2,606 4 .58 .09 .64 .09 .53-.76 .53-.76 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 10,426 25 .46 .09 .54 .04 .50-.59 .49-.60 
      Language Development (Gc) 3,282 18 .47 .09 .56 .08 .50-.62 .45-.67 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 21,510 28 .45 .09 .56 .10 .52-.61 .44-.69 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,835 6 .45 .05 .53 .05 .48-.58 .46-.60 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
        
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .47 .03 .69 .02 .64-.74 .66-.72 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 15,045 4 .49 .01 .70 .00 .68-.72 .70-.70 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 10,963 1 .51 -- .77 -- .74-.81 -- 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 10,963 1 .39 -- .61 -- .51-.70 -- 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .43 .02 .51 .00 .49-.53 .51-.51 
Meaningful Memory (Gsm)         
Fluid Ability  
        
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .35 .03 .32-.38 .32-.39 
Short Term Memory  
        
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .50 .00 .49-.51 .50-.50 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
        
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .25 .02 .37 .03 .34-.40 .34-.40 
Visual Processing 
        
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .15 .01 .22 .02 .20-.24 .19-.25 
Processing Speed 
        
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .02 .19 .02 .16-.21 .16-.22 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .04 .20 .06 .14-.25 .12-.27 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .28 .03 .25-.31 .24-.32 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge 
        
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .22 .02 .33 .03 .29-.36 .29-.36 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .20 .02 .29 .03 .26-.32 .25-.32 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .33 .01 .32-.35 .32-.35 
Reading and Writing 
        
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .31 .03 .43 .05 .39-.48 .37-.49 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .27 .02 .40 .03 .37-.43 .36-.44 
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      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .22 .03 .37 .04 .33-.41 .32-.42 
Comprehension Knowledge 
        
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .24 .04 .34 .06 .28-.40 .27-.42 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .30 .03 .27-.33 .26-.34 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .25 .04 .38 .05 .33-.43 .31-.44 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .29 .03 .43 .04 .39-.47 .38-.48 
Domain Specific Knowledge 
        
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .18 .03 .35 .05 .30-.40 .29-.41 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .19 .02 .34 .04 .30-.38 .29-.39 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .11 .01 .23 .00 .22-.24 .23-.23 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .22 .02 .33 .03 .31-.36 .30-.37 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .19 .02 .34 .03 .31-.38 .30-.39 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .18 .02 .37 .04 .33-.41 .32-.42 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .11 .03 .26 .06 .20-.33 .18-.34 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .15 .04 .25 .06 .19-.31 .17-.33 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .07 .02 .16 .04 .12-.21 .10-.22 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .19 .02 .34 .04 .30-.37 .29-.38 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .22 .04 .38 .07 .31-.45 .30-.46 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .13 .03 .24 .06 .18-.30 .17-.31 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .19 .03 .28 .05 .23-.33 .22-.35 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .10 .03 .19 .05 .14-.25 .12-.26 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .04 .30 .05 .26-.35 .24-.37 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .15 .02 .27 .03 .23-.30 .23-.31 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .19 .02 .17-.21 .17-.21 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 








Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains and Long-Term Storage and Retrieval (direct measure) 
 
Construct N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g†  177 1 .60 -- .73 -- .65-.81 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 7,473 7 .59 .07 .76 .08 .68-.84 .65-.87 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,082 3 .51 .04 .56 .04 .51-.61 .51-.61 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 7,794 6 .50 .06 .56 .06 .51-.62 .48-.64 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 290 1 .19 -- .22 -- .09-.35 -- 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,716 5 .56 .10 .63 .10 .51-.76 .51-.76 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 290 1 .22 -- .38 -- .26-.49 -- 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 290 1 .24 -- .38 -- .27-.50 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 506 3 .40 .07 .58 .00 .49-.66 .58-.58 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 110 1 .22 -- .42 -- .24-.60 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 506 3 .23 .05 .46 .00 .41-.51 .46-.46 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .31 .04 .33 .04 .28-.39 .29-.38 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 290 1 .27 -- .47 -- .36-.58 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,863 6 .55 .06 .63 .06 .58-.68 .55-.71 
      Visualization (Gv) 290 1 .28 -- .43 -- .32-.54 -- 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 290 1 .27 -- .47 -- .38-.57 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 290 1 .27 -- .34 -- .21-.48 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,490 6 .49 .07 .53 .07 .48-.59 .45-.62 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 7,794 6 .43 .12 .47 .13 .36-.57 .31-.63 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,372 4 .36 .04 .42 .04 .36-.48 .37-.47 
      Number Facility (Gs) 4,372 4 .40 .05 .45 .05 .38-.52 .38-.52 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 7,499 6 .53 .08 .57 .08 .50-.64 .46-.68 
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Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .49 .04 .59 .03 .53-.65 .55-.63 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 6,660 6 .51 .06 .59 .07 .53-.64 .50-.67 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .36 .06 .44 .06 .36-.52 .36-.52 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 7,794 7 .53 .08 .57 .08 .51-.64 .48-.67 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 4,082 3 .53 .03 .65 .01 .61-.69 .64-.66 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .49 -- .65 -- .56-.75 -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 






















Meta-Analytic Correlations between Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Learning Efficiency (Glr—LE)†         
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 2,500 16 .41 .28 .53 .35 .35-.71 .08-.98 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 1,250 13 .30 .12 .37 .08 .29-.45 .26-.47 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 1,250 13 .22 .12 .26 .09 .18-.34 .15-.38 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 2,500 16 .17 .12 .21 .12 .13-.29 .05-.37 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Memory (Gv) 2,500 16 .17 .07 .23 .00 .19-.27 .23-.23 
Associative Memory (Glr—LE)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g†  552 3 .37 .11 .54 .07 .45-.64 .46-.63 
Fluid Ability    
      
      Induction (Gf) 11,698 23 .43 .09 .58 .08 .52-.64 .49-.68 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,804 11 .43 .11 .51 .11 .42-.60 .37-.66 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 10,676 17 .33 .09 .40 .08 .34-.46 .29-.51 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 13,620 32 .31 .09 .36 .09 .31-.41 .24-.48 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 8,119 20 .39 .09 .44 .08 .39-.48 .33-.54 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 290 1 .22 -- .38 -- .26-.49 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE)† 1,250 13 .22 .12 .26 .09 .18-.34 .15-.38 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 4,703 22 .41 .09 .50 .07 .44-.55 .41-.59 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .21 -- .37 -- .27-.46 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 3,193 7 .17 .05 .31 .00 .26-.37 .31-.31 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .41 -- .51 -- .31-.70 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .31 -- .38 -- .12-.65 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 701 3 .06 .14 .32 .11 .17-.46 .18-.46 
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      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,712 7 .27 .11 .29 .12 .20-.38 .14-.44 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,036 4 .29 .03 .47 .00 .39-.55 .47-.47 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .14 -- .17 -- .02-.32 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 11,249 22 .37 .08 .49 .05 .43-.54 .42-.55 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 1,657 6 .22 .04 .39 .00 .35-.43 .39-.39 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,922 9 .25 .07 .31 .03 .22-.41 .27-.35 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,102 6 .21 .09 .39 .02 .29-.49 .36-.42 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 10,316 27 .33 .10 .41 .11 .35-.46 .27-.54 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,121 8 .43 .07 .49 .08 .42-.55 .39-.58 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 2,240 4 .18 .03 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 8,900 17 .28 .11 .35 .11 .27-.43 .21-.49 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 1,384 8 .26 .07 .45 .00 .38-.52 .45-.45 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 283 3 .15 .10 .36 .00 .26-.46 .36-.36 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,353 3 .39 .09 .43 .09 .32-.54 .31-.54 
      Number Facility (Gs) 11,197 19 .25 .10 .33 .10 .26-.41 .20-.46 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,204 4 .35 .14 .39 .15 .21-.57 .19-.59 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 3,031 3 .50 .08 .54 .08 .44-.63 .43-.64 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 7,467 7 .44 .07 .52 .07 .46-.58 .43-.61 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 684 4 .41 .08 .51 .00 .46-.56 .51-.51 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 283 3 .26 .07 .47 .00 .40-.53 .47-.47 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 8,260 11 .41 .07 .47 .07 .41-.52 .37-.56 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,372 7 .36 .09 .39 .09 .32-.46 .28-.50 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,706 8 .28 .13 .34 .15 .22-.47 .15-.54 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,373 7 .36 .11 .39 .12 .30-.49 .24-.55 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 7,302 8 .36 .11 .48 .14 .36-.60 .30-.67 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .24 -- .47 -- .38-.56 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 7,674 8 .39 .10 .46 .09 .36-.55 .34-.57 
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      Language Development (Gc) 433 1 .25 -- .42 -- .34-.51 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 11,478 21 .32 .09 .45 .07 .40-.51 .36-.55 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,908 6 .40 .08 .46 .08 .39-.53 .35-.56 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .32 .04 .46 .05 .39-.53 .40-.52 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,658 5 .31 .02 .43 .00 .40-.45 .43-.43 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 684 4 .27 .03 .41 .00 .36-.46 .41-.41 
      Phys. Sciences Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 576 2 .14 .03 .21 .00 .13-.28 .21-.21 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .26 .03 .30 .02 .26-.35 .27-.33 
      Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Facility (Gs) 283 3 .26 .09 .47 .00 .39-.55 .47-.47 
Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE)         
General Cognitive Ability    
      
      g† 541 3 .45 .06 .59 .00 .54-.65 .59-.59 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 2,311 8 .34 .11 .50 .09 .40-.60 .39-.61 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 1,584 4 .36 .04 .48 .00 .41-.54 .48-.48 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,480 4 .31 .03 .40 .00 .34-.46 .40-.40 
Short Term Memory    
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 4,703 22 .20 .10 .25 .08 .17-.32 .14-.35 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 3,651 19 .37 .08 .44 .06 .39-.48 .35-.52 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 290 1 .24 -- .38 -- .27-.50 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE)† 2,500 16 .17 .12 .21 .12 .13-.29 .05-.37 
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 4,703 22 .41 .09 .50 .07 .44-.55 .41-.59 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .32 -- .47 -- .39-.56 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,052 3 .26 .10 .42 .00 .29-.54 .42-.42 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 619 2 .15 .01 .38 .00 .36-.40 .38-.38 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 1,151 3 .23 .06 .26 .05 .18-.35 .20-.32 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 723 2 .37 .13 .56 .10 .39-.73 .43-.69 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 2,311 8 .25 .07 .35 .00 .27-.44 .35-.35 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 723 2 .26 .11 .45 .08 .33-.58 .35-.56 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 723 2 .26 .17 .33 .20 .04-.62 .07-.59 
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      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 433 1 .25 -- .44 -- .36-.52 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 4,084 20 .28 .07 .38 .02 .33-.42 .35-.40 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 1,151 3 .30 .04 .37 .00 .31-.43 .37-.37 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 329 1 .12 -- .14 -- .02-.26 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,975 7 .23 .10 .34 .06 .27-.41 .26-.41 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 541 3 .28 .09 .48 .04 .40-.55 .43-.53 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 108 2 .15 .16 .35 .07 .16-.55 .26-.45 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 1,151 3 .36 .06 .41 .05 .33-.50 .35-.48 
      Number Facility (Gs) 2,203 6 .30 .07 .41 .03 .35-.47 .38-.44 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 1,151 3 .27 .06 .32 .04 .24-.41 .27-.38 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 1,151 3 .49 .05 .56 .03 .49-.63 .52-.60 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 1,151 3 .43 .04 .55 .00 .49-.61 .55-.55 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 108 2 .31 .02 .48 .00 .45-.51 .48-.48 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 108 2 .26 .12 .45 .00 .31-.59 .45-.45 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 1,151 3 .37 .06 .44 .04 .37-.52 .40-.49 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 1,151 3 .33 .02 .38 .00 .36-.40 .38-.38 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 1,259 5 .39 .04 .51 .00 .46-.56 .51-.51 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 1,151 3 .34 .09 .40 .09 .27-.52 .28-.52 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 1,259 5 .36 .08 .51 .05 .42-.61 .45-.58 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .26 -- .47 -- .39-.55 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 1,584 4 .46 .04 .58 .00 .51-.65 .58-.58 
      Language Development (Gc) 433 1 .45 -- .60 -- .53-.66 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,913 5 .39 .20 .53 .15 .34-.71 .34-.72 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 1,151 3 .44 .04 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 108 2 .38 .02 .54 .00 .51-.57 .54-.54 
Cognitve Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Facility (Gs) 108 2 .29 .06 .48 .00 .41-.55 .48-.48 
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Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE)         
Fluid Ability    
      
      Induction (Gf) 2,525 9 .30 .06 .39 .01 .34-.44 .37-.41 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 2,525 9 .21 .06 .23 .03 .18-.28 .19-.27 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 117 1 .78 -- .97 -- .90-1.00 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 70 1 .42 -- .58 -- .37-.79 -- 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 2,712 11 .82 .12 .96 .14 .90-1.00 .79-1.00 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 117 1 .10 -- .31 -- .13-.49 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 2,525 9 .32 .06 .40 .04 .35-.46 .36-.45 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 2,525 9 .11 .05 .13 .00 .09-.18 .13-.13 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 2,642 10 .25 .08 .29 .06 .23-.36 .21-.37 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 2,525 9 .25 .04 .30 .00 .27-.33 .30-.30 
      Number Facility (Gs) 2,525 9 .17 .06 .19 .03 .15-.24 .16-.22 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 117 1 .19 -- .40 -- .25-.55 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 2,642 10 .31 .05 .40 .00 .35-.44 .40-.40 
Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 433 1 .23 -- .42 -- .35-.50 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 433 1 .22 -- .41 -- .32-.50 -- 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 433 1 .14 -- .37 -- .29-.46 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 433 1 .17 -- .20 -- .09-.31 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .21 -- .37 -- .27-.46 -- 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .32 -- .47 -- .39-.56 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 433 1 .20 -- .36 -- .26-.46 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 433 1 .25 -- .45 -- .36-.54 -- 
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Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 523 2 .19 .04 .34 .00 .28-.41 .34-.34 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 433 1 .17 -- .38 -- .30-.46 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 433 1 .20 -- .26 -- .14-.38 -- 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 433 1 .16 -- .38 -- .29-.46 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 433 1 .53 -- .75 -- .68-.81 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 433 1 .24 -- .45 -- .38-.53 -- 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 433 1 .15 -- .38 -- .31-.45 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 433 1 .21 -- .42 -- .35-.50 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 433 1 .23 -- .40 -- .30-.49 -- 
      Language Development (Gc) 433 1 .22 -- .39 -- .31-.48 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 433 1 .25 -- .46 -- .39-.53 -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 


















Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF)†          
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 181 1 .12 -- .32 -- .17-.46 -- 
Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF)         
General Cognitve Abilty   
      
      g†  764 4 .23 .19 .43 .00 .28-.59 .43-.43 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 5,309 15 .26 .08 .45 .00 .40-.50 .45-.45 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 1,134 6 .25 .10 .45 .00 .17-.73 .45-.45 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 2,896 7 .26 .10 .44 .00 .35-.52 .44-.44 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 4,202 8 .24 .08 .29 .05 .20-.38 .23-.35 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 506 3 .40 .07 .58 .00 .49-.66 .58-.58 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 3,193 7 .17 .05 .31 .00 .26-.37 .31-.31 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,052 3 .26 .10 .42 .00 .29-.54 .42-.42 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .20 -- .36 -- .26-.46 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 498 3 .44 .05 .66 .00 .52-.80 .66-.66 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 324 2 .42 .00 .63 .00 .45-.82 .63-.63 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 1,017 6 .32 .01 .55 .00 .54-.56 .55-.55 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 230 1 .34 -- .42 -- .21-.63 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,395 6 .43 .11 .64 .00 .53-.76 .64-.64 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .30 -- .42 -- .18-.66 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 4,918 12 .24 .13 .40 .00 .31-.48 .40-.40 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 953 3 .26 .05 .44 .00 .17-.70 .44-.44 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,160 4 .25 .14 .33 .12 .05-.60 .17-.48 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 663 2 .23 .00 .41 .00 .27-.54 .41-.41 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 663 2 .21 .00 .42 .00 .23-.60 .42-.42 
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Auditory Processing   
      
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,009 1 .17 -- .41 -- .35-.47 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 3,468 6 .23 .06 .27 .00 .20-.35 .27-.27 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,499 6 .23 .08 .40 .00 .30-.50 .40-.40 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 1,045 4 .31 .13 .50 .00 .32-.69 .50-.50 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 175 1 .05 -- .28 -- .15-.42 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 3,819 10 .25 .09 .45 .00 .38-.52 .45-.45 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 961 2 .02 .01 .31 .00 .30-.33 .31-.31 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 282 1 -.04 -- .16 -- .05-.27 -- 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 783 3 .28 .01 .43 .00 .38-.47 .43-.43 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 94 1 .09 -- .30 -- .11-.49 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 551 3 .10 .05 .33 .00 .28-.37 .33-.33 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 576 2 .38 .15 .49 .15 .21-.76 .29-.68 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .31 -- .53 -- .45-.62 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 740 3 .37 .18 .56 .00 .33-.78 .56-.56 
      Language Development (Gc) 981 4 .30 .16 .48 .00 .33-.63 .48-.48 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 4,538 11 .35 .12 .54 .00 .47-.61 .54-.54 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 783 3 .27 .02 .46 .00 .40-.52 .46-.46 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 983 4 .22 .07 .42 .00 .33-.51 .42-.42 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 282 1 -.02 -- .03 -- -.15-.21 -- 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 783 3 .22 .01 .41 .00 .36-.46 .41-.41 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 282 1 .01 -- .07 -- -.75-.89 -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 175 1 .23 -- .45 -- .34-.56 -- 
Associational Fluency (Glr--RF)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g†  61 1 .06 -- .39 -- .19-.58 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 437 2 .29 .00 .51 .00 .30-.72 .51-.51 
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      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 437 2 .26 .00 .49 .00 .24-.73 .49-.49 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 437 2 .37 .00 .59 .00 .42-.75 .59-.59 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 117 1 .17 -- .37 -- .20-.55 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 347 2 .46 .00 .58 .00 .36-.80 .58-.58 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 230 1 .41 -- .51 -- .31-.70 -- 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 117 1 .10 -- .31 -- .13-.49 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 498 3 .44 .05 .66 .00 .52-.80 .66-.66 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .57 -- .80 -- .61-.99 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 230 1 .40 -- .50 -- .30-.70 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 291 2 .56 .00 .82 .00 .66-.98 .82-.82 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .26 -- .37 -- .06-.67 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 437 2 .25 .00 .43 .00 .19-.67 .43-.43 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 230 1 .31 -- .42 -- .05-.79 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 437 2 .31 .00 .42 .00 .22-.62 .42-.42 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 230 1 .32 -- .45 -- .19-.70 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 230 1 .39 -- .54 -- .39-.69 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 347 2 .26 .00 .43 .00 -.03-.90 .43-.43 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 437 2 .24 .00 .52 .00 .35-.69 .52-.52 
      Number Facility (Gs) 437 2 .28 .00 .50 .00 .31-.68 .50-.50 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 117 1 .02 -- .36 -- .21-.50 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 437 2 .40 .00 .64 .00 .50-.79 .64-.64 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 33 1 .39 -- .65 -- .41-.90 -- 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 230 1 .57 -- .73 -- .43-1.00 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 207 1 .20 -- .41 -- .28-.54 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 554 3 .47 .03 .73 .00 .62-.85 .73-.73 
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Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 437 2 .40 .00 .73 .00 .54-.92 .73-.73 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 437 2 .35 .00 .66 .00 .45-.87 .66-.66 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 437 2 .25 .00 .54 .00 .11-.97 .54-.54 
Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g†  94 1 .36 -- .62 -- .48-.76 -- 
Fluid Ability    
      
      Induction (Gf) 230 1 .39 -- .56 -- .27-.85 -- 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 230 1 .37 -- .49 -- .11-.86 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 230 1 .52 -- .65 -- .35-.94 -- 
Short Term Memory    
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 230 1 .47 -- .61 -- .35-.87 -- 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 110 1 .27 -- .54 -- .40-.69 -- 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 110 1 .22 -- .42 -- .24-.60 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 230 1 .31 -- .38 -- .12-.65 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 324 2 .42 .00 .63 .00 .45-.82 .63-.63 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .57 -- .80 -- .61-.99 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 230 1 .32 -- .39 -- .13-.65 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .53 -- .75 -- .55-.95 -- 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .27 -- .38 -- .12-.65 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 230 1 .38 -- .53 -- .22-.84 -- 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 230 1 .30 -- .41 -- .07-.75 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 230 1 .44 -- .61 -- .39-.84 -- 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 230 1 .37 -- .51 -- .32-.71 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 230 1 .38 -- .52 -- .03-1.00 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 230 1 .37 -- .47 -- .18-.77 -- 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 230 1 .45 -- .60 -- .31-.89 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 230 1 .47 -- .58 -- .35-.80 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 230 1 .52 -- .70 -- .47-.92 -- 
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      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 94 1 .25 -- .52 -- .36-.68 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 94 1 .21 -- .51 -- .35-.67 -- 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 230 1 .56 -- .72 -- .44-1.00 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 230 1 .55 -- .77 -- .46-1.00 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .52 -- .83 -- .44-1.00 -- 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .39 -- .67 -- .48-.86 -- 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 230 1 .35 -- .60 -- .41-.79 -- 
Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 339,557 7 .47 .02 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 255 3 .10 .06 .52 .00 .47-.58 .52-.52 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 411 2 .17 .17 .52 .11 .34-.70 .38-.65 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 339,475 6 .34 .01 .44 .01 .43-.45 .43-.45 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .25 .02 .37 .03 .34-.40 .34-.40 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 506 3 .23 .05 .46 .00 .41-.51 .46-.46 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 701 3 .06 .14 .32 .11 .17-.46 .18-.46 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 619 2 .15 .01 .38 .00 .36-.40 .38-.38 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,017 6 .32 .01 .55 .00 .54-.56 .55-.55 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 372 2 .21 .21 .54 .00 .30-.78 .54-.54 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 339,557 7 .39 .02 .55 .03 .52-.58 .52-.58 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 290 1 .08 -- .48 -- .40-.57 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 372 2 .09 .13 .12 .12 -.07-.32 -.03-.27 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 82 1 .37 -- .70 -- .56-.85 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 329 1 -.03 -- -.01 -- -.05-.03 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 339,146 5 .18 .01 .23 .01 .21-.24 .21-.24 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,937 5 .16 .04 .22 .06 .16-.27 .14-.29 
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      Number Facility (Gs) 339,557 7 .29 .01 .36 .01 .34-.37 .34-.38 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .49 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .51 .01 .68 .00 .66-.69 .68-.68 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .49 .03 .68 .03 .64-.72 .65-.72 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .61 .00 .79 .00 .79-.80 .79-.79 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .56 .00 .55-.58 .56-.56 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .50 .03 .46-.53 .46-.53 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .18 -- .61 -- .54-.69 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .57 .00 .75 .00 .75-.76 .75-.75 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .47 .00 .61 .00 .60-.62 .61-.61 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 339,267 6 .57 .01 .80 .00 .79-.81 .80-.80 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .43 .01 .60 .00 .59-.60 .60-.60 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .46 .01 .81 .00 .80-.83 .81-.82 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .42 .00 .68 .00 .67-.68 .68-.68 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .60 .00 .57-.62 .60-.60 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .73 .00 .72-.75 .73-.73 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .44 .01 .74 .00 .71-.76 .74-.74 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .55 .02 .52-.57 .52-.57 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .01 .71 .00 .69-.73 .71-.71 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .64 .00 .64-.65 .64-.64 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .59 .03 .56-.62 .55-.62 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .47 .02 .76 .02 .74-.79 .73-.79 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .44 .02 .69 .02 .67-.72 .66-.72 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .42 .01 .72 .00 .71-.73 .72-.72 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .52 .02 .71 .03 .68-.74 .68-.75 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .43 .01 .74 .00 .72-.76 .74-.74 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .69 .00 .68-.69 .69-.69 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .44 .02 .76 .00 .73-.79 .76-.76 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .48 .02 .46-.50 .45-.51 
Naming Facility (Glr--RF)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 673 3 .34 .36 .60 .22 .29-.90 .31-.88 
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Fluid Ability    
      
      Induction (Gf) 7,225 11 .33 .06 .43 .05 .37-.49 .36-.50 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,552 11 .23 .04 .29 .00 .26-.33 .29-.29 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 8,032 16 .23 .06 .29 .00 .25-.34 .29-.29 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,082 3 .45 .04 .50 .03 .45-.54 .46-.53 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 6,806 7 .31 .03 .35 .00 .33-.38 .35-.35 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,588 7 .33 .05 .38 .04 .33-.42 .33-.43 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 4,082 3 .31 .04 .33 .04 .28-.39 .29-.38 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 6,712 7 .27 .11 .29 .12 .20-.38 .14-.44 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .23 .06 .26 .05 .18-.35 .20-.32 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .34 -- .42 -- .21-.63 -- 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .40 -- .50 -- .30-.70 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .32 -- .39 -- .13-.65 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .27 -- .33 -- .18-.48 -- 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .19 -- .23 -- .08-.38 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 4,082 3 .40 .04 .46 .03 .42-.51 .43-.50 
      Visualization (Gv) 7,512 13 .22 .06 .28 .00 .24-.32 .28-.28 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 595 2 .14 .00 .35 .00 .20-.50 .35-.35 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,498 10 .17 .10 .21 .05 .10-.32 .15-.27 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 759 6 .21 .06 .43 .00 .32-.53 .43-.43 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 6,806 7 .32 .07 .39 .08 .32-.45 .29-.48 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 4,082 3 .45 .04 .48 .04 .43-.53 .44-.53 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,290 6 .29 .06 .33 .06 .27-.38 .24-.41 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 319 1 .08 -- .42 -- .32-.51 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 319 1 .03 -- .37 -- .28-.47 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 4,082 3 .47 .03 .51 .01 .48-.54 .50-.52 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 6,879 11 .35 .05 .43 .00 .38-.47 .43-.43 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 936 7 .25 .09 .50 .00 .39-.61 .50-.50 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 177 1 .27 -- .55 -- .44-.66 -- 
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      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,381 3 .52 .07 .57 .07 .48-.66 .48-.67 
      Number Facility (Gs) 17,233 16 .37 .06 .55 .00 .51-.58 .55-.55 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 2,494 3 .43 .07 .48 .07 .39-.57 .39-.57 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 6,576 6 .38 .09 .41 .09 .33-.49 .29-.53 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 6,576 6 .25 .06 .30 .07 .24-.36 .22-.39 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 230 1 .46 -- .54 -- .38-.70 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 537 3 .24 .30 .53 .17 .25-.80 .31-.74 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 6,806 7 .34 .05 .38 .05 .34-.43 .32-.44 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 6,576 6 .30 .05 .33 .05 .29-.37 .27-.39 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .48 .04 .59 .04 .53-.64 .54-.64 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,576 6 .23 .08 .28 .09 .21-.36 .18-.39 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 6,576 6 .27 .09 .30 .10 .22-.38 .17-.43 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 6,576 6 .25 .06 .34 .08 .28-.41 .25-.44 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 4,082 3 .39 .02 .41 .00 .39-.44 .41-.41 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 6,576 6 .28 .07 .33 .07 .26-.39 .23-.42 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 7,713 15 .36 .07 .48 .00 .42-.53 .48-.48 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,576 6 .34 .06 .39 .06 .34-.45 .31-.47 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .30 .02 .43 .00 .40-.47 .43-.43 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,631 5 .28 .03 .41 .00 .36-.45 .41-.41 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 549 2 .01 .00 .20 .00 -.90-1.00 .20-.20 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 230 1 .13 -- .19 -- .00-.38 -- 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .30 .03 .35 .01 .32-.39 .34-.36 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 177 1 .49 -- .73 -- .65-.81 -- 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .51 -- .74 -- .65-.83 -- 
Word Fluency (Glr--RF)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 617 3 .45 .20 .69 .07 .51-.87 .61-.77 
Fluid Ability   
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      Fluid (Gf)† 959 5 .27 .15 .54 .00 .43-.66 .54-.54 
      Induction (Gf) 6,094 25 .35 .10 .56 .00 .50-.62 .56-.56 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 1,401 8 .33 .13 .61 .00 .49-.73 .61-.61 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,267 19 .30 .10 .43 .00 .37-.49 .43-.43 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 3,982 15 .33 .09 .42 .06 .35-.49 .35-.50 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 290 1 .27 -- .47 -- .36-.58 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 1,036 4 .29 .03 .47 .00 .39-.55 .47-.47 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 723 2 .37 .13 .56 .10 .39-.73 .43-.69 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,525 9 .32 .06 .40 .04 .35-.46 .36-.45 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .25 -- .45 -- .36-.54 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,395 6 .43 .11 .64 .00 .53-.76 .64-.64 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 291 2 .56 .00 .82 .00 .66-.98 .82-.82 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .53 -- .75 -- .55-.95 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 372 2 .21 .21 .54 .00 .30-.78 .54-.54 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 230 1 .27 -- .33 -- .18-.48 -- 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .27 -- .39 -- .12-.65 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 5,330 23 .21 .06 .33 .00 .29-.38 .33-.33 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 1,076 4 .34 .11 .58 .00 .42-.74 .58-.58 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,159 5 .33 .12 .42 .11 .24-.60 .28-.56 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 746 3 .22 .04 .46 .00 .34-.59 .46-.46 
      Imagery (Gv) 334 2 .39 .24 .70 .15 .40-1.00 .50-.90 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 663 2 .24 .00 .49 .00 .21-.78 .49-.49 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 294 2 .55 .21 .60 .16 .29-.91 .40-.80 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,175 16 .26 .09 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 3,847 15 .28 .07 .44 .00 .39-.48 .44-.44 
      Number Facility (Gs) 5,504 22 .34 .09 .49 .00 .45-.53 .49-.49 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 1,202 6 .32 .21 .66 .00 .53-.79 .66-.66 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 123 1 .33 -- .57 -- .43-.71 -- 
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      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 365 2 .40 .00 .62 .00 .42-.81 .62-.62 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 123 1 .46 -- .72 -- .60-.83 -- 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 792 4 .43 .21 .68 .00 .42-.94 .68-.68 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 427 2 .23 .14 .56 .00 .40-.71 .56-.56 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .28 -- .60 -- .52-.68 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 1,623 7 .43 .14 .65 .00 .54-.75 .65-.65 
      Language Development (Gc) 1,037 5 .30 .17 .53 .10 .40-.67 .41-.65 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 5,931 25 .44 .09 .65 .00 .61-.68 .65-.65 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .48 -- .78 -- .69-.88 -- 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 167 1 .33 -- .67 -- .56-.77 -- 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .48 -- .77 -- .32-1.00 -- 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 167 1 .27 -- .54 -- .41-.66 -- 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 549 3 .32 .06 .56 .00 .15-.97 .56-.56 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 397 2 .33 .00 .57 .00 .22-.91 .57-.57 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 320 2 .33 .16 .40 .00 .19-.62 .40-.40 
Figural Fluency (Glr--RF)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 230 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.01-.35 -- 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 230 1 .16 -- .21 -- .04-.38 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 230 1 .23 -- .29 -- .14-.44 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 230 1 .22 -- .29 -- .13-.45 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 230 1 .14 -- .17 -- .02-.32 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .30 -- .42 -- .18-.66 -- 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .26 -- .37 -- .06-.67 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .27 -- .38 -- .12-.65 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 230 1 .19 -- .23 -- .08-.38 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .27 -- .39 -- .12-.65 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 230 1 .15 -- .21 -- .03-.39 -- 
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      Closure Speed (Gv) 230 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.06-.32 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 230 1 .16 -- .23 -- .05-.41 -- 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 230 1 .16 -- .22 -- .05-.39 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 230 1 .06 -- .08 -- -.09-.25 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 230 1 .21 -- .27 -- .02-.52 -- 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 230 1 .16 -- .22 -- .05-.39 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 230 1 .30 -- .37 -- .17-.57 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 230 1 .22 -- .29 -- .13-.45 -- 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 230 1 .23 -- .30 -- .14-.46 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 230 1 .19 -- .26 -- .09-.43 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .21 -- .33 -- .14-.52 -- 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .16 -- .27 -- .06-.48 -- 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 230 1 .18 -- .31 -- .09-.53 -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 














Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Visual Processing 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Visual Processing (Gv)†         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 2,817 7 .47 .11 .65 .00 .55-.75 .65-.65 
Fluid Ability    
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 368 3 .15 .08 .42 .00 .34-.50 .42-.42 
      Induction (Gf) 8,516 11 .51 .07 .69 .07 .62-.76 .61-.77 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 6,272 10 .50 .07 .63 .03 .57-.68 .59-.66 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 6,863 6 .43 .05 .50 .05 .45-.55 .43-.57 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,606 4 .43 .09 .51 .10 .39-.64 .39-.64 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 6,863 6 .55 .06 .63 .06 .58-.68 .55-.71 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .46 .03 .42-.51 .43-.50 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 1,369 4 .62 .11 .79 .04 .68-.89 .74-.83 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,490 6 .43 .06 .49 .06 .43-.54 .41-.57 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 478 2 .35 .02 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 6,863 6 .40 .09 .46 .10 .38-.54 .33-.58 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 5,642 8 .38 .04 .50 .00 .45-.55 .50-.50 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 82 1 .46 -- .69 -- .57-.82 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 4,963 4 .41 .05 .51 .00 .45-.57 .51-.51 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 6,863 6 .39 .07 .45 .08 .38-.52 .35-.55 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .43 .04 .55 .03 .49-.61 .51-.58 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,471 2 .43 .07 .65 .00 .57-.73 .65-.65 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 8,378 11 .40 .09 .52 .04 .46-.58 .47-.58 
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      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .30 .06 .38 .06 .30-.46 .30-.46 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 881 1 .39 -- .53 -- .48-.59 -- 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 881 1 .33 -- .33 -- .27-.39 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 6,857 6 .43 .06 .49 .07 .43-.54 .40-.57 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 200 1 .45 -- .64 -- .53-.75 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 6,518 9 .40 .07 .55 .00 .49-.61 .55-.55 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,359 3 .60 .05 .79 .00 .74-.84 .78-.79 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 1,260 5 .36 .08 .57 .00 .51-.64 .57-.57 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 545 4 .34 .23 .59 .15 .40-.77 .40-.77 
Visualization (Gv)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 36,175 128 .64 .18 .75 .07 .72-.78 .66-.85 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 4,363 21 .44 .13 .62 .00 .56-.67 .62-.62 
      Induction (Gf) 432,122 168 .45 .05 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 31,977 57 .41 .09 .57 .00 .53-.60 .57-.57 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 103,675 94 .47 .11 .61 .00 .58-.64 .61-.61 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 10,612 1 .30 -- .37 -- .33-.41 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 359,213 62 .22 .04 .28 .04 .26-.29 .22-.33 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 10,545 26 .42 .06 .53 .05 .50-.56 .47-.59 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .15 .01 .22 .02 .20-.24 .19-.25 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 290 1 .28 -- .43 -- .32-.54 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 11,249 22 .37 .08 .49 .05 .43-.54 .42-.55 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 2,311 8 .25 .07 .35 .00 .27-.44 .35-.35 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,525 9 .11 .05 .13 .00 .09-.18 .13-.13 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 523 2 .19 .04 .34 .00 .28-.41 .34-.34 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF)† 181 1 .12 -- .32 -- .17-.46 -- 
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 4,918 12 .24 .13 .40 .00 .31-.48 .40-.40 
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      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .25 .00 .43 .00 .19-.67 .43-.43 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .38 -- .53 -- .22-.84 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 339,557 7 .39 .02 .55 .03 .52-.58 .52-.58 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 7,512 13 .22 .06 .28 .00 .24-.32 .28-.28 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 5,330 23 .21 .06 .33 .00 .29-.38 .33-.33 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .15 -- .21 -- .03-.39 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 1,369 4 .62 .11 .79 .04 .68-.89 .74-.83 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 24,083 49 .45 .09 .62 .00 .58-.66 .62-.62 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 42,680 39 .47 .08 .61 .05 .57-.64 .54-.67 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 2,110 15 .42 .11 .60 .00 .54-.67 .60-.60 
      Imagery (Gv) 708 5 .48 .03 .70 .00 .67-.72 .70-.70 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 8,076 12 .36 .07 .51 .04 .45-.58 .46-.56 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,163 7 .40 .06 .51 .06 .45-.57 .44-.58 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 3,078 4 .28 .03 .50 .00 .47-.52 .50-.50 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,238 3 .25 .09 .47 .00 .37-.57 .47-.47 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 229 2 .34 .03 .55 .00 .51-.60 .55-.55 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 4,141 11 .17 .13 .20 .00 -.05-.45 .20-.20 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 396,336 115 .22 .05 .29 .02 .28-.31 .27-.32 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 443,825 113 .22 .07 .30 .04 .28-.33 .25-.36 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 60,915 44 .47 .09 .63 .00 .55-.71 .63-.63 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .33 .03 .40 .00 .36-.45 .40-.40 
      Number Facility (Gs) 389,305 88 .23 .04 .29 .00 .27-.30 .29-.29 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 85 1 .08 -- .30 -- .12-.48 -- 
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,729 4 .35 .09 .44 .10 .31-.56 .31-.56 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 20,179 15 .36 .11 .49 .00 .40-.58 .49-.49 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 349,301 28 .39 .03 .53 .03 .50-.55 .49-.56 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 405,001 58 .40 .04 .53 .00 .50-.55 .53-.53 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .38 .03 .52 .04 .48-.57 .47-.57 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 48,310 53 .40 .06 .54 .00 .53-.56 .54-.54 
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Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 390,879 43 .37 .04 .48 .00 .47-.49 .48-.48 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,516 6 .39 .03 .48 .02 .45-.51 .45-.50 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 360 3 .56 .34 .72 .23 .39-1.00 .42-1.00 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 349,451 29 .27 .03 .37 .03 .35-.39 .33-.41 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,971 9 .36 .07 .45 .07 .38-.52 .36-.55 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 350,813 35 .14 .05 .22 .07 .18-.26 .13-.30 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 398 3 .24 .18 .46 .00 .30-.62 .46-.46 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 372,792 65 .37 .03 .49 .00 .48-.50 .49-.49 
      Language Development (Gc) 346,107 42 .29 .03 .37 .03 .36-.38 .33-.41 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 450,723 158 .36 .07 .50 .00 .49-.51 .50-.50 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .26 .02 .36 .02 .34-.38 .34-.38 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,355 6 .39 .06 .50 .06 .44-.56 .42-.58 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .29 .01 .51 .01 .49-.52 .49-.52 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .23 .01 .37 .01 .36-.38 .36-.38 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .26 .00 .25-.27 .26-.26 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .41 .00 .40-.43 .41-.41 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .64 .04 .57-.71 .59-.69 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .42 .00 .41-.44 .42-.42 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .16 .01 .30 .02 .28-.33 .27-.33 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .00 .55 .00 .54-.56 .55-.55 
      Occupational Know.--Military (Gkn) 255 1 .22 -- .43 -- .34-.52 -- 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .46 .00 .45-.47 .46-.46 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .44 .04 .40-.49 .39-.50 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 62,163 37 .45 .10 .62 .00 .58-.66 .62-.62 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,088 16 .32 .01 .51 .01 .49-.53 .50-.53 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .24 .02 .37 .02 .35-.40 .35-.40 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 391,930 72 .39 .04 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 113 2 .42 .13 .52 .00 .33-.72 .52-.52 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .53 .03 .50-.56 .50-.57 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 397,392 40 .33 .05 .55 .03 .52-.58 .52-.59 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 343,051 9 .35 .01 .45 .00 .44-.45 .45-.45 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .47 .00 .46-.49 .47-.47 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .29 .02 .27-.30 .27-.31 
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Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 37,473 11 .50 .07 .58 .05 .53-.63 .51-.64 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 43,759 32 .42 .04 .58 .00 .56-.59 .58-.58 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 1,500 15 .90 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Speeded Rotation (Gv)         
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 1,015 1 .13 -- .17 -- .06-.29 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,015 1 .34 -- .43 -- .35-.50 -- 
Closure Speed (Gv)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 6,815 38 .43 .09 .58 .04 .54-.62 .53-.64 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 185 2 .09 .04 .43 .00 .38-.47 .43-.43 
      Induction (Gf) 23,516 44 .40 .08 .61 .00 .57-.65 .61-.61 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 23,258 40 .41 .08 .59 .05 .55-.62 .53-.64 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 467,701 20 .50 .04 .72 .03 .70-.74 .68-.77 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 10,612 1 .33 -- .40 -- .36-.44 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 6,899 35 .28 .08 .35 .04 .31-.39 .30-.40 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 14,558 20 .54 .16 .67 .17 .57-.76 .45-.89 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 290 1 .27 -- .47 -- .38-.57 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 1,657 6 .22 .04 .39 .00 .35-.43 .39-.39 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 723 2 .26 .11 .45 .08 .33-.58 .35-.56 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .17 -- .38 -- .30-.46 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 953 3 .26 .05 .44 .00 .17-.70 .44-.44 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .31 -- .42 -- .05-.79 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .30 -- .41 -- .07-.75 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 290 1 .08 -- .48 -- .40-.57 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 595 2 .14 .00 .35 .00 .20-.50 .35-.35 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,076 4 .34 .11 .58 .00 .42-.74 .58-.58 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.06-.32 -- 
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Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 24,083 49 .45 .09 .62 .00 .58-.66 .62-.62 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 4,394 10 .30 .05 .35 .00 .30-.39 .35-.35 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 808 3 .24 .05 .51 .00 .40-.61 .51-.51 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 1,115 4 .25 .03 .52 .00 .49-.55 .52-.52 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 239 1 .20 -- .25 -- .10-.41 -- 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 319 1 .11 -- .49 -- .40-.57 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 319 1 .09 -- .47 -- .39-.56 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 200 1 .22 -- .23 -- .10-.36 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 35,351 47 .32 .07 .46 .05 .44-.49 .39-.53 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 6,703 27 .31 .12 .57 .06 .51-.63 .49-.65 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 356 5 .23 .20 .55 .11 .43-.68 .41-.70 
      Number Facility (Gs) 12,593 7 .33 .10 .43 .09 .27-.58 .32-.53 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 16,192 5 .39 .07 .57 .04 .52-.62 .52-.62 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 362 2 .17 .00 .32 .00 .17-.47 .32-.32 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 452,739 14 .44 .03 .69 .00 .67-.70 .69-.69 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 676 6 .22 .14 .55 .02 .47-.63 .53-.58 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 452,870 13 .37 .03 .68 .00 .66-.70 .68-.68 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 239 1 .27 -- .33 -- .18-.47 -- 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 108 2 .33 .20 .48 .12 .23-.72 .32-.63 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 239 1 .17 -- .21 -- .06-.36 -- 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 108 2 .32 .16 .31 .03 .11-.50 .27-.34 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .25 -- .62 -- .55-.69 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 22,374 37 .40 .09 .55 .00 .51-.59 .55-.55 
      Language Development (Gc) 6,146 32 .41 .08 .55 .04 .51-.59 .50-.60 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 473,300 50 .34 .04 .65 .01 .64-.66 .63-.67 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 443,377 12 .40 .01 .66 .00 .66-.67 .66-.66 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 443,485 14 .54 .02 .75 .00 .74-.77 .75-.75 
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      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 443,058 11 .34 .02 .59 .00 .57-.61 .59-.59 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 2,233 1 .23 -- .24 -- .20-.28 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 234 4 .29 .13 .63 .02 .55-.71 .60-.65 
Flexibility of Closure (Gv)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 1,024 6 .38 .09 .40 .00 .34-.47 .40-.40 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 123 1 .18 -- .21 -- .02-.41 -- 
      Induction (Gf) 40,233 29 .36 .08 .45 .07 .42-.49 .36-.54 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 4,098 11 .21 .07 .25 .03 .19-.32 .21-.30 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 40,412 30 .40 .07 .45 .06 .42-.48 .37-.53 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 1,076 4 .29 .07 .31 .00 .15-.48 .31-.31 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 290 1 .27 -- .34 -- .21-.48 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 1,922 9 .25 .07 .31 .03 .22-.41 .27-.35 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 723 2 .26 .17 .33 .20 .04-.62 .07-.59 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .20 -- .26 -- .14-.38 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,160 4 .25 .14 .33 .12 .05-.60 .17-.48 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .31 .00 .42 .00 .22-.62 .42-.42 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .44 -- .61 -- .39-.84 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 372 2 .09 .13 .12 .12 -.07-.32 -.03-.27 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 1,498 10 .17 .10 .21 .05 .10-.32 .15-.27 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,159 5 .33 .12 .42 .11 .24-.60 .28-.56 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .16 -- .23 -- .05-.41 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 42,680 39 .47 .08 .61 .05 .57-.64 .54-.67 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 4,394 10 .30 .05 .35 .00 .30-.39 .35-.35 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,713 12 .37 .07 .43 .00 .37-.50 .43-.43 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 977 4 .24 .07 .30 .00 .15-.46 .30-.30 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 319 1 .32 -- .38 -- .27-.49 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 319 1 .15 -- .19 -- .06-.31 -- 
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Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 5,442 18 .24 .10 .27 .08 .22-.33 .17-.37 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 39,307 28 .34 .06 .36 .00 .34-.38 .36-.36 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 108 2 .22 .27 .26 .25 -.15-.66 -.07-.58 
      Number Facility (Gs) 2,716 16 .26 .14 .30 .12 .21-.39 .15-.46 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,233 1 .09 -- .13 -- .09-.17 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 123 1 .35 -- .41 -- .23-.59 -- 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 35,785 14 .41 .04 .46 .00 .43-.48 .46-.46 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 550 4 .25 .12 .29 .09 .16-.41 .18-.39 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 23,060 11 .34 .05 .38 .03 .35-.42 .34-.42 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 108 2 .35 .16 .46 .13 .17-.74 .30-.62 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 108 2 .31 .18 .29 .00 -.05-.63 .29-.29 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 290 1 .18 -- .22 -- .11-.32 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 2,996 4 .16 .14 .21 .16 .03-.40 .00-.42 
      Language Development (Gc) 877 3 .33 .14 .38 .14 .20-.56 .20-.56 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 40,444 31 .26 .08 .29 .06 .26-.32 .21-.37 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 35,996 13 .38 .06 .45 .05 .41-.49 .38-.51 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 23,593 14 .43 .06 .53 .06 .49-.57 .46-.60 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 35,677 12 .30 .05 .37 .05 .33-.40 .30-.43 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 35,240 10 .46 .05 .46 .05 .42-.50 .39-.52 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 108 2 .30 .15 .32 .07 .13-.51 .23-.41 
Spatial Scanning (Gv)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 692 3 .28 .13 .58 .00 .48-.69 .58-.58 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 1,774 11 .32 .12 .57 .00 .48-.66 .57-.57 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 944 5 .23 .08 .52 .00 .40-.63 .52-.52 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,235 10 .39 .06 .62 .00 .56-.69 .62-.62 
Short Terrm Memory   
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      Memory Span (Gsm) 1,070 4 .25 .13 .27 .06 .08-.47 .19-.35 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 1,102 6 .21 .09 .39 .02 .29-.49 .36-.42 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .25 -- .44 -- .36-.52 -- 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .16 -- .38 -- .29-.46 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 663 2 .23 .00 .41 .00 .27-.54 .41-.41 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .32 -- .45 -- .19-.70 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .37 -- .51 -- .32-.71 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 82 1 .37 -- .70 -- .56-.85 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 759 6 .21 .06 .43 .00 .32-.53 .43-.43 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 746 3 .22 .04 .46 .00 .34-.59 .46-.46 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .16 -- .22 -- .05-.39 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 2,110 15 .42 .11 .60 .00 .54-.67 .60-.60 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 808 3 .24 .05 .51 .00 .40-.61 .51-.51 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 1,713 12 .37 .07 .43 .00 .37-.50 .43-.43 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 764 3 .21 .02 .50 .00 .41-.59 .50-.50 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 985 4 .36 .12 .60 .06 .48-.73 .53-.68 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 1,789 12 .36 .16 .65 .06 .56-.73 .57-.72 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 207 1 .47 -- .73 -- .65-.81 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,376 9 .33 .11 .59 .03 .51-.68 .56-.63 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 230 1 .38 -- .50 -- .30-.70 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 207 1 .29 -- .60 -- .51-.69 -- 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 401 3 .25 .04 .44 .00 .39-.49 .44-.44 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 485 2 .27 .01 .48 .00 .47-.50 .48-.48 
      Language Development (Gc) 485 2 .24 .05 .49 .00 .43-.55 .49-.49 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,920 13 .20 .10 .54 .00 .46-.62 .54-.54 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 261 2 .10 .06 .56 .00 .50-.61 .56-.56 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .32 -- .50 -- .32-.68 -- 
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      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .45 -- .75 -- .51-.99 -- 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 230 1 .36 -- .61 -- .26-.95 -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 207 1 .46 -- .74 -- .67-.81 -- 
Imagery (Gv)         
Fluid Ability    
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 446 3 .52 .02 .81 .00 .79-.83 .81-.81 
      Induction (Gf) 924 6 .50 .09 .78 .00 .71-.85 .78-.78 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 924 6 .46 .12 .75 .07 .67-.82 .65-.84 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 334 2 .39 .24 .70 .15 .40-1.00 .50-.90 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 708 5 .48 .03 .70 .00 .67-.72 .70-.70 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 583 4 .26 .14 .62 .08 .52-.73 .52-.73 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 583 4 .07 .11 .52 .00 .44-.59 .52-.52 
      Number Facility (Gs) 135 1 .11 -- .50 -- .37-.63 -- 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 85 1 .26 -- .62 -- .46-.77 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 334 2 .46 .08 .84 .00 .76-.92 .84-.84 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 725 5 .33 .12 .64 .05 .56-.73 .58-.71 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 334 2 .51 .12 .84 .07 .71-.96 .75-.92 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 199 1 .28 -- .66 -- .56-.76 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 341 2 .48 .08 .71 .00 .61-.81 .71-.71 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 476 3 .37 .14 .71 .07 .61-.82 .62-.81 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 137 1 .58 -- .82 -- .72-.92 -- 
Visual Memory (Gv)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 433 1 .15 -- .52 -- .45-.59 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 8,225 12 .29 .06 .44 .06 .38-.50 .37-.51 
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      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,909 10 .35 .07 .47 .06 .41-.54 .40-.55 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 7,462 9 .17 .08 .22 .09 .15-.29 .10-.34 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 10,411 26 .25 .05 .32 .02 .29-.34 .29-.34 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 9,242 23 .32 .12 .40 .14 .33-.46 .22-.57 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE)† 2,500 16 .17 .07 .23 .00 .19-.27 .23-.23 
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 10,316 27 .33 .10 .41 .11 .35-.46 .27-.54 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 4,084 20 .28 .07 .38 .02 .33-.42 .35-.40 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .53 -- .75 -- .68-.81 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 663 2 .21 .00 .42 .00 .23-.60 .42-.42 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .39 -- .54 -- .39-.69 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .38 -- .52 -- .03-1.00 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,806 7 .32 .07 .39 .08 .32-.45 .29-.48 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 663 2 .24 .00 .49 .00 .21-.78 .49-.49 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .06 -- .08 -- -.09-.25 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 8,076 12 .36 .07 .51 .04 .45-.58 .46-.56 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 1,115 4 .25 .03 .52 .00 .49-.55 .52-.52 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 977 4 .24 .07 .30 .00 .15-.46 .30-.30 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 764 3 .21 .02 .50 .00 .41-.59 .50-.50 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,894 8 .26 .06 .34 .07 .28-.40 .25-.43 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 7,398 11 .25 .10 .35 .10 .27-.43 .22-.47 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 977 4 .25 .06 .58 .00 .47-.70 .58-.58 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .31 .07 .38 .07 .29-.47 .29-.47 
      Number Facility (Gs) 7,544 9 .23 .05 .30 .05 .26-.35 .24-.36 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 2,927 4 .32 .06 .41 .06 .32-.50 .33-.49 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,698 3 .29 .04 .35 .03 .29-.40 .31-.38 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 7,019 7 .25 .05 .33 .04 .29-.38 .28-.39 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 230 1 .50 -- .66 -- .41-.91 -- 
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Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 7,350 9 .26 .06 .33 .07 .28-.39 .25-.42 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,019 7 .27 .06 .33 .06 .27-.38 .25-.41 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,715 6 .15 .11 .20 .14 .09-.32 .02-.39 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,019 7 .30 .04 .36 .04 .32-.40 .31-.41 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 6,780 6 .23 .06 .35 .08 .28-.43 .25-.46 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 7,442 8 .26 .06 .35 .00 .29-.41 .35-.35 
      Language Development (Gc) 433 1 .19 -- .48 -- .40-.55 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 7,996 11 .25 .06 .37 .06 .32-.43 .30-.45 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,780 6 .34 .05 .44 .06 .38-.49 .36-.51 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .19 .04 .31 .04 .24-.37 .26-.36 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,312 4 .19 .07 .29 .10 .19-.40 .17-.42 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 230 1 .48 -- .81 -- .48-1.00 -- 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 230 1 .40 -- .67 -- .13-1.00 -- 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .17 .04 .22 .04 .16-.28 .16-.28 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. †=tests classified as direct measure of higher-order 











Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Auditory Processing 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Auditory Processing (Ga)†         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 177 1 .56 -- .81 -- .74-.89 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 6,490 6 .52 .04 .66 .04 .62-.71 .61-.72 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,082 3 .46 .05 .51 .05 .44-.57 .44-.57 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 6,490 6 .57 .07 .64 .08 .57-.70 .54-.73 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,520 4 .51 .06 .58 .06 .50-.66 .50-.66 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 6,490 6 .49 .07 .53 .07 .48-.59 .45-.62 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .45 .04 .48 .04 .43-.53 .44-.53 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,490 6 .43 .06 .49 .06 .43-.54 .41-.57 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 6,490 6 .42 .06 .45 .05 .41-.50 .38-.52 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .45 .04 .40-.51 .40-.51 
      Number Facility (Gs) 4,082 3 .48 .04 .52 .04 .47-.57 .47-.57 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 6,490 6 .54 .05 .58 .05 .54-.63 .53-.64 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .47 .03 .55 .00 .52-.59 .55-.55 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 6,332 6 .53 .05 .60 .05 .55-.64 .54-.66 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .42 .06 .51 .06 .44-.59 .43-.59 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 6,490 6 .56 .04 .59 .04 .56-.63 .54-.65 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 4,082 3 .59 .03 .72 .00 .68-.75 .72-.72 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .41 -- .71 -- .61-.80 -- 
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Phonetic Coding (Ga)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 7,604 8 .44 .05 .60 .04 .55-.65 .54-.65 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 6,914 8 .40 .07 .49 .07 .43-.56 .40-.59 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 7,323 7 .38 .07 .43 .07 .38-.49 .35-.52 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 7,608 8 .44 .06 .53 .07 .47-.59 .45-.61 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,751 7 .43 .05 .51 .05 .46-.56 .44-.57 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 7,121 8 .43 .07 .49 .08 .42-.55 .39-.58 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .30 .04 .37 .00 .31-.43 .37-.37 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,290 6 .29 .06 .33 .06 .27-.38 .24-.41 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 7,163 7 .40 .06 .51 .06 .45-.57 .44-.58 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 239 1 .20 -- .25 -- .10-.41 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 6,894 8 .26 .06 .34 .07 .28-.40 .25-.43 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 6,704 8 .29 .07 .36 .08 .29-.42 .25-.46 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,155 3 .41 .06 .47 .06 .39-.55 .39-.55 
      Number Facility (Gs) 7,044 6 .32 .06 .36 .06 .31-.41 .29-.43 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,142 4 .30 .09 .38 .10 .25-.50 .25-.50 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,938 3 .51 .07 .58 .07 .49-.66 .49-.67 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 7,361 7 .44 .05 .55 .05 .50-.59 .48-.61 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 7,376 7 .50 .06 .60 .06 .54-.65 .51-.68 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,254 7 .48 .05 .56 .05 .52-.60 .50-.61 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,445 6 .45 .06 .57 .07 .51-.63 .49-.66 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,296 7 .44 .07 .51 .07 .45-.57 .42-.60 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 7,099 6 .45 .05 .64 .06 .58-.70 .56-.71 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 7,177 7 .46 .09 .56 .07 .46-.65 .46-.65 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 7,343 7 .44 .08 .56 .09 .49-.64 .44-.68 
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      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,811 6 .47 .07 .56 .08 .49-.63 .46-.66 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .47 .06 .71 .08 .61-.82 .61-.82 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,082 3 .42 .03 .61 .03 .56-.66 .57-.65 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .48 .04 .43-.54 .43-.53 
Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 2,968 2 .40 .09 .70 .00 .61-.78 .70-.70 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 149 1 .22 -- .55 -- .42-.68 -- 
      Induction (Gf) 149 1 .35 -- .64 -- .51-.77 -- 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 319 1 .13 -- .53 -- .44-.62 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 797 3 .37 .03 .67 .00 .64-.69 .67-.67 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 319 1 .08 -- .42 -- .32-.51 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 478 2 .35 .02 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
      Visualization (Gv) 3,078 4 .28 .03 .50 .00 .47-.52 .50-.50 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 319 1 .11 -- .49 -- .40-.57 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 319 1 .32 -- .38 -- .27-.49 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 539 3 .30 .01 .45 .00 .36-.54 .45-.45 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 548 3 .42 .16 .76 .11 .62-.91 .62-.91 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,026 5 .30 .14 .64 .08 .55-.73 .53-.75 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 2,649 1 .29 -- .66 -- .63-.68 -- 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 2,649 1 .30 -- .63 -- .60-.66 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 149 1 .26 -- .61 -- .49-.72 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 2,968 2 .33 .08 .66 .00 .57-.74 .66-.66 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 200 1 .26 -- .50 -- .37-.62 -- 
      Language Development (Gc) 310 1 .07 -- .08 -- .02-.14 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 788 3 .24 .02 .46 .00 .43-.50 .46-.46 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 319 1 .26 -- .57 -- .49-.66 -- 
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      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 946 4 .20 .17 .47 .13 .33-.62 .30-.64 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 478 2 .14 .01 .43 .00 .43-.44 .43-.43 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 2,649 1 .38 -- .71 -- .69-.74 -- 
Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 149 1 .21 -- .54 -- .41-.67 -- 
      Induction (Gf) 1,158 2 .27 .01 .57 .00 .56-.58 .57-.57 
Short Term Memory    
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 1,009 1 .44 -- .47 -- .42-.53 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,009 1 .17 -- .41 -- .35-.47 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 1,238 3 .25 .09 .47 .00 .37-.57 .47-.47 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 539 3 .30 .01 .45 .00 .36-.54 .45-.45 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 281 3 .28 .04 .65 .00 .61-.69 .65-.65 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 1,009 1 .16 -- .18 -- .12-.24 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 229 2 .11 .14 .50 .05 .36-.64 .43-.57 
      Number Facility (Gs) 149 1 .17 -- .54 -- .42-.66 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Language Development (Gc) 310 1 .06 -- .08 -- -.07-.23 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,319 2 .23 .00 .51 .00 -.04-1.00 .51-.51 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 149 1 .19 -- .46 -- .32-.60 -- 
Absolute Pitch (Ga)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 319 1 .27 -- .60 -- .53-.68 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 149 1 .32 -- .63 -- .51-.75 -- 
      Induction (Gf) 149 1 .27 -- .57 -- .43-.70 -- 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 521 2 .09 .02 .49 .00 .47-.52 .49-.49 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 319 1 .08 -- .43 -- .34-.52 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 319 1 .03 -- .37 -- .28-.47 -- 
Visual Processing   
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      Visualization (Gv) 229 2 .34 .03 .55 .00 .51-.60 .55-.55 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 319 1 .09 -- .47 -- .39-.56 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 319 1 .15 -- .19 -- .06-.31 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 548 3 .42 .16 .76 .11 .62-.91 .62-.91 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 281 3 .28 .04 .65 .00 .61-.69 .65-.65 
Processing Speed   
      
Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 548 3 -.01 .06 .41 .00 .36-.46 .41-.41 
      Number Facility (Gs) 149 1 .26 -- .61 -- .49-.72 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 319 1 .28 -- .62 -- .54-.70 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 202 1 .09 -- .51 -- .42-.61 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 319 1 .21 -- .53 -- .45-.62 -- 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 468 2 .26 .17 .53 .14 .31-.74 .35-.71 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. †=tests classified as direct measure of higher-order 












Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Processing Speed 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Processing Speed (Gs)†         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g†  579 3 .35 .15 .33 .06 .19-.48 .25-.42 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 11,338 15 .39 .10 .49 .10 .41-.57 .36-.62 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 473 4 .52 .12 .53 .00 .41-.65 .53-.53 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 7,714 16 .40 .10 .43 .08 .37-.48 .33-.53 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 7,976 6 .48 .07 .52 .07 .46-.58 .43-.61 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 3,249 5 .22 .05 .21 .00 .13-.29 .21-.21 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,606 4 .52 .11 .57 .12 .43-.72 .42-.73 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 7,794 6 .43 .12 .47 .13 .36-.57 .31-.63 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 2,240 4 .18 .03 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 329 1 .12 -- .14 -- .02-.26 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 3,468 6 .23 .06 .27 .00 .20-.35 .27-.27 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 329 1 -.03 -- -.01 -- -.05-.03 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .47 .03 .51 .01 .48-.54 .50-.52 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 294 2 .55 .21 .60 .16 .29-.91 .40-.80 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,863 6 .40 .09 .46 .10 .38-.54 .33-.58 
      Visualization (Gv) 4,141 11 .17 .13 .20 .00 -.05-.45 .20-.20 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 200 1 .22 -- .23 -- .10-.36 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,490 6 .42 .06 .45 .05 .41-.50 .38-.52 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,009 1 .16 -- .18 -- .12-.24 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,428 4 .84 .06 .95 .06 .88-1.00 .87-1.00 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 272 2 .41 .23 .38 .13 .11-.65 .21-.54 
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      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 175 1 .47 -- .47 -- .36-.59 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 7,311 14 .52 .09 .55 .07 .50-.60 .47-.64 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 7,675 7 .42 .08 .45 .08 .38-.52 .34-.55 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .52 .03 .62 .00 .58-.65 .62-.62 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 346 1 .41 -- .48 -- .38-.58 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 351 2 .06 .12 .08 .08 -.08-.24 -.02-.18 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 7,006 7 .41 .07 .46 .08 .40-.52 .36-.56 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .65 .01 .79 .00 .77-.81 .79-.79 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 7,641 6 .41 .08 .43 .08 .37-.50 .33-.54 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 8,023 13 .33 .08 .38 .02 .33-.43 .35-.41 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 346 1 .38 -- .53 -- .40-.66 -- 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 487 3 .31 .00 .43 .00 -1.00-1.00 .43-.43 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 346 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.47 -- 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 175 1 .34 -- .32 -- .21-.43 -- 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .46 -- .46 -- .35-.57 -- 
Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 678,809 77 .43 .03 .69 .00 .69-.70 .69-.69 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 1,858 16 .25 .13 .55 .00 .51-.60 .55-.55 
      Induction (Gf) 381,241 102 .24 .05 .33 .04 .31-.34 .27-.38 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 30,789 53 .34 .09 .49 .06 .46-.52 .42-.56 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,499,425 84 .35 .07 .62 .04 .61-.63 .57-.67 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 10,729 2 .42 .00 .48 .00 .45-.51 .48-.48 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,082 3 .52 .04 .60 .03 .55-.65 .56-.64 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 357,240 63 .19 .03 .22 .04 .21-.23 .18-.27 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 20,629 26 .42 .08 .49 .08 .45-.52 .39-.58 
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      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .14 .02 .19 .02 .16-.21 .16-.22 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 4,372 4 .36 .04 .42 .04 .36-.48 .37-.47 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 8,900 17 .28 .11 .35 .11 .27-.43 .21-.49 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,975 7 .23 .10 .34 .06 .27-.41 .26-.41 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,642 10 .25 .08 .29 .06 .23-.36 .21-.37 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .24 -- .45 -- .38-.53 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,499 6 .23 .08 .40 .00 .30-.50 .40-.40 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 347 2 .26 .00 .43 .00 -.03-.90 .43-.43 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .37 -- .47 -- .18-.77 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 339,146 5 .18 .01 .23 .01 .21-.24 .21-.24 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,879 11 .35 .05 .43 .00 .38-.47 .43-.43 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 4,175 16 .26 .09 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .21 -- .27 -- .02-.52 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 5,642 8 .38 .04 .50 .00 .45-.55 .50-.50 
      Visualization (Gv) 396,336 115 .22 .05 .29 .02 .28-.31 .27-.32 
      Speeded Rotation (Gv) 1,015 1 .34 -- .43 -- .35-.50 -- 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 35,351 47 .32 .07 .46 .05 .44-.49 .39-.53 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 5,442 18 .24 .10 .27 .08 .22-.33 .17-.37 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 985 4 .36 .12 .60 .06 .48-.73 .53-.68 
      Imagery (Gv) 583 4 .26 .14 .62 .08 .52-.73 .52-.73 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,398 11 .25 .10 .35 .10 .27-.43 .22-.47 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 4,082 3 .40 .04 .45 .04 .40-.51 .40-.51 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,704 8 .29 .07 .36 .08 .29-.42 .25-.46 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 1,026 5 .30 .14 .64 .08 .55-.73 .53-.75 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 229 2 .11 .14 .50 .05 .36-.64 .43-.57 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 548 3 -.01 .06 .41 .00 .36-.46 .41-.41 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 4,428 4 .84 .06 .95 .06 .88-1.00 .87-1.00 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 353,051 71 .39 .04 .48 .03 .47-.49 .44-.52 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 1,346 14 .53 .08 .77 .00 .74-.80 .77-.77 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 1,830 3 .52 .09 .59 .10 .48-.71 .47-.72 
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      Number Facility (Gs) 1,820,290 76 .32 .24 .58 .17 .53-.63 .36-.80 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 202 2 .36 .05 .66 .00 .62-.71 .66-.66 
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 2,674 4 .55 .08 .64 .08 .54-.74 .54-.74 
      Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) 34 1 .61 -- .83 -- .68-.98 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 23,458 15 .31 .09 .45 .07 .39-.51 .35-.54 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 346,718 16 .17 .04 .21 .05 .18-.24 .14-.28 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,812,078 54 .32 .06 .55 .02 .53-.57 .52-.58 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .15 .01 .20 .01 .18-.21 .18-.21 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 932,026 37 .36 .02 .66 .00 .65-.66 .66-.66 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 1,637,491 45 .31 .09 .58 .05 .55-.61 .51-.65 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 6,851 7 .35 .07 .40 .08 .34-.46 .30-.50 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .73 .02 .94 .00 .91-.97 .94-.94 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 348,394 22 .21 .04 .26 .04 .23-.29 .20-.32 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 6,865 7 .38 .07 .43 .08 .37-.49 .33-.53 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 349,012 22 .22 .04 .31 .04 .29-.34 .26-.37 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 4,480 6 .33 .05 .41 .04 .35-.47 .36-.47 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 369,009 56 .20 .04 .24 .00 .23-.26 .24-.24 
      Language Development (Gc) 345,571 38 .31 .02 .38 .01 .37-.38 .36-.39 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,664,310 115 .25 .09 .54 .06 .52-.56 .47-.61 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .21 .03 .27 .04 .23-.31 .22-.32 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,378 6 .29 .07 .35 .08 .28-.41 .25-.44 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .16 .01 .27 .02 .24-.29 .24-.29 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .18 .01 .27 .01 .26-.29 .25-.29 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .13 .01 .22 .00 .21-.24 .22-.22 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .18 .01 .23 .02 .21-.25 .21-.25 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .29 .05 .43 .06 .35-.52 .36-.51 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .22 .01 .20-.24 .21-.24 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .25 .02 .22-.27 .22-.27 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .12 .01 .25 .03 .22-.28 .22-.28 
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      Occupational Know.--Military (Gkn) 255 1 .26 -- .62 -- .55-.69 -- 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .10 .02 .14 .03 .11-.17 .10-.18 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .04 .01 .08 .02 .06-.10 .05-.11 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,474,258 43 .21 .08 .51 .05 .49-.53 .46-.57 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,471 10 .10 .02 .15 .03 .12-.18 .11-.18 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .18 .03 .26 .04 .22-.30 .21-.31 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,813,245 60 .17 .08 .39 .05 .36-.41 .32-.46 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 34 1 -.01 -- .08 -- -1.00-1.00 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .11 .02 .14 .03 .11-.16 .11-.17 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 1,809,310 46 .08 .07 .32 .04 .30-.35 .27-.37 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 342,972 8 .16 .03 .19 .04 .16-.22 .14-.24 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .13 .01 .21 .01 .19-.22 .19-.22 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .12 .01 .13 .01 .12-.14 .12-.14 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 2,233 1 .10 -- .11 -- .08-.15 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 1,346 14 .49 .08 .76 .00 .74-.79 .76-.76 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .45 -- .71 -- .62-.79 -- 
Scanning (Gs--PS)         
General Cognitive Ability    
      
      g† 51,820 71 .55 .06 .73 .00 .71-.75 .73-.73 
Fluid Ability    
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 2,346 10 .30 .21 .61 .00 .52-.70 .61-.61 
      Induction (Gf) 388,045 83 .21 .06 .32 .05 .29-.34 .25-.39 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,166 28 .30 .10 .57 .00 .52-.61 .57-.57 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 61,347 61 .39 .11 .63 .06 .60-.66 .55-.71 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 345,717 38 .14 .05 .18 .06 .16-.20 .11-.25 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 3,115 17 .48 .11 .58 .11 .52-.65 .44-.73 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .14 .04 .20 .06 .14-.25 .12-.27 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 1,384 8 .26 .07 .45 .00 .38-.52 .45-.45 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 541 3 .28 .09 .48 .04 .40-.55 .43-.53 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,525 9 .25 .04 .30 .00 .27-.33 .30-.30 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .15 -- .38 -- .31-.45 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,045 4 .31 .13 .50 .00 .32-.69 .50-.50 
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      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .24 .00 .52 .00 .35-.69 .52-.52 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .45 -- .60 -- .31-.89 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,937 5 .16 .04 .22 .06 .16-.27 .14-.29 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 936 7 .25 .09 .50 .00 .39-.61 .50-.50 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 3,847 15 .28 .07 .44 .00 .39-.48 .44-.44 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .16 -- .22 -- .05-.39 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 82 1 .46 -- .69 -- .57-.82 -- 
      Visualization (Gv) 443,825 113 .22 .07 .30 .04 .28-.33 .25-.36 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 6,703 27 .31 .12 .57 .06 .51-.63 .49-.65 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 39,307 28 .34 .06 .36 .00 .34-.38 .36-.36 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,789 12 .36 .16 .65 .06 .56-.73 .57-.72 
      Imagery (Gv) 583 4 .07 .11 .52 .00 .44-.59 .52-.52 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 977 4 .25 .06 .58 .00 .47-.70 .58-.58 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 2,649 1 .29 -- .66 -- .63-.68 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 272 2 .41 .23 .38 .13 .11-.65 .21-.54 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 353,051 71 .39 .04 .48 .03 .47-.49 .44-.52 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 51,953 29 .58 .08 .76 .08 .68-.84 .66-.86 
      Number Facility (Gs) 360,890 59 .30 .08 .37 .09 .32-.41 .24-.49 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 85 1 .24 -- .60 -- .48-.73 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 3,023 9 .06 .11 .58 .00 .53-.62 .58-.58 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 340,247 16 .15 .06 .20 .08 .12-.27 .10-.30 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 380,514 44 .15 .06 .22 .06 .16-.27 .14-.29 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .14 .05 .19 .07 .13-.26 .11-.28 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 45,264 34 .52 .04 .72 .00 .71-.73 .72-.72 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 363,996 27 .22 .07 .29 .08 .22-.37 .18-.40 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 126 2 .28 .02 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 340,658 20 .19 .07 .25 .09 .16-.34 .13-.37 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 392 3 .46 .03 .77 .00 .75-.79 .77-.77 
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      Spelling Ability (Grw) 341,249 26 .18 .06 .27 .08 .19-.36 .16-.38 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 108 2 .35 .03 .72 .00 .70-.74 .72-.72 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 348,613 40 .19 .07 .24 .00 .21-.28 .24-.24 
      Language Development (Gc) 342,917 25 .25 .03 .31 .03 .30-.33 .27-.35 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 401,238 84 .19 .09 .29 .10 .25-.32 .16-.42 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .21 .08 .27 .11 .17-.38 .14-.41 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .14 .05 .24 .08 .16-.32 .14-.35 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .14 .05 .22 .08 .15-.30 .12-.32 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .17 .04 .13-.21 .11-.22 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .15 .06 .20 .07 .13-.27 .10-.30 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .14 .04 .23 .07 .16-.29 .14-.31 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .13 .05 .23 .08 .15-.31 .13-.33 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .12 .04 .26 .08 .18-.34 .16-.36 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .11 .05 .16 .07 .10-.23 .08-.25 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .05 .02 .11 .03 .08-.14 .07-.15 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 39,910 27 .23 .07 .55 .00 .53-.58 .55-.55 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,088 16 .08 .05 .13 .08 .05-.21 .03-.23 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .17 .07 .26 .10 .16-.36 .13-.39 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 367,088 42 .12 .04 .20 .05 .15-.25 .14-.27 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 113 2 .24 .06 .29 .00 .22-.37 .29-.29 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .11 .06 .14 .07 .07-.21 .04-.23 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 377,790 29 .10 .08 .18 .12 .08-.29 .03-.34 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,969 6 .15 .07 .19 .08 .11-.27 .09-.30 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .11 .04 .18 .06 .11-.24 .09-.26 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .11 .04 .12 .04 .08-.16 .07-.18 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 35,240 10 .35 .03 .33 .00 .32-.35 .33-.33 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 42,698 20 .60 .02 .80 .00 .80-.81 .80-.80 
Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 47,789 49 .52 .05 .68 .00 .67-.69 .68-.68 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 1,939 15 .24 .14 .51 .00 .45-.57 .51-.51 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 69 1 .31 -- .64 -- .47-.81 -- 
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      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 15,037 15 .33 .08 .49 .08 .39-.58 .38-.59 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 352 4 .27 .06 .28 .00 .22-.34 .28-.28 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 283 3 .15 .10 .36 .00 .26-.46 .36-.36 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 108 2 .15 .16 .35 .07 .16-.55 .26-.45 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 175 1 .05 -- .28 -- .15-.42 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 177 1 .27 -- .55 -- .44-.66 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 60,915 44 .47 .09 .63 .00 .55-.71 .63-.63 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 356 5 .23 .20 .55 .11 .43-.68 .41-.70 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 108 2 .22 .27 .26 .25 -.15-.66 -.07-.58 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 207 1 .47 -- .73 -- .65-.81 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 2,649 1 .30 -- .63 -- .60-.66 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 175 1 .47 -- .47 -- .36-.59 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,346 14 .53 .08 .77 .00 .74-.80 .77-.77 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 51,953 29 .58 .08 .76 .08 .68-.84 .66-.86 
      Number Facility (Gs) 13,039 21 .38 .14 .52 .14 .36-.68 .34-.70 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 335 6 .29 .19 .67 .07 .57-.77 .58-.75 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 1,268 11 .33 .10 .57 .00 .52-.61 .57-.57 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,782 15 .30 .14 .58 .06 .53-.64 .51-.66 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 44,752 30 .39 .04 .56 .00 .55-.57 .56-.56 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 969 9 .38 .19 .68 .10 .60-.77 .55-.82 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 126 2 .13 .10 .51 .00 .41-.61 .51-.51 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 776 9 .15 .14 .31 .02 .23-.39 .28-.34 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 392 3 .37 .02 .68 .00 .67-.70 .68-.68 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 9,013 16 .15 .08 .15 .02 .12-.19 .13-.18 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 60 1 .14 -- .54 -- .37-.71 -- 
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      General Verbal Information (Gc) 686 7 .13 .08 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 
      Language Development (Gc) 69 1 .32 -- .56 -- .39-.73 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 20,433 19 .24 .10 .50 .09 .40-.60 .38-.62 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 617 6 .20 .09 .50 .00 .44-.56 .50-.50 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 617 6 .17 .12 .47 .03 .40-.55 .44-.51 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 9,935 20 .10 .10 .36 .06 .32-.40 .29-.43 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 113 2 .30 .04 .36 .00 .31-.42 .36-.36 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 617 6 .20 .11 .46 .00 .39-.53 .46-.46 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 113 2 .13 .04 .21 .00 .16-.25 .21-.21 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 42,417 18 .51 .02 .68 .00 .67-.69 .68-.68 
Reading Speed (Gs)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 2,414 3 .45 .03 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 2,414 3 .42 .03 .49 .00 .45-.53 .49-.49 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 2,414 3 .40 .12 .44 .13 .29-.59 .27-.60 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 2,414 3 .43 .03 .49 .00 .46-.53 .49-.49 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,289 3 .47 .06 .52 .06 .45-.60 .45-.60 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 2,353 3 .39 .09 .43 .09 .32-.54 .31-.54 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .36 .06 .41 .05 .33-.50 .35-.48 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 2,381 3 .52 .07 .57 .07 .48-.66 .48-.67 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 2,414 3 .33 .03 .40 .00 .36-.45 .40-.40 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 2,414 3 .31 .07 .38 .07 .29-.47 .29-.47 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 2,155 3 .41 .06 .47 .06 .39-.55 .39-.55 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,830 3 .52 .09 .59 .10 .48-.71 .47-.72 
      Number Facility (Gs) 2,414 3 .62 .08 .68 .09 .58-.79 .57-.80 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 2,414 3 .51 .08 .57 .08 .47-.67 .47-.68 
Acquired Knowledge   
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      Acquired Knowledge† 2,414 3 .51 .07 .56 .07 .48-.64 .47-.64 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 2,414 3 .45 .09 .54 .09 .42-.66 .41-.66 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 2,414 3 .51 .06 .58 .06 .51-.66 .50-.67 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 2,414 3 .53 .05 .59 .05 .53-.66 .53-.66 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 2,414 3 .52 .07 .64 .08 .54-.74 .53-.75 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 2,414 3 .55 .06 .61 .06 .53-.68 .53-.68 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 2,414 3 .61 .03 .83 .00 .78-.89 .83-.84 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 2,414 3 .55 .06 .64 .07 .56-.73 .55-.73 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 2,414 3 .46 .10 .57 .11 .43-.71 .42-.72 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 2,414 3 .52 .06 .60 .06 .53-.68 .53-.67 
Number Facility (Gs)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 669,412 21 .48 .02 .72 .00 .72-.73 .72-.72 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 604 3 .11 .19 .45 .00 .29-.61 .45-.45 
      Induction (Gf) 359,847 58 .35 .03 .46 .01 .45-.47 .45-.47 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 9,793 21 .32 .12 .46 .08 .39-.53 .35-.57 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,500,377 97 .44 .07 .68 .03 .67-.69 .64-.72 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,082 3 .77 .02 .86 .00 .84-.88 .86-.86 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 352,451 26 .29 .02 .33 .01 .32-.34 .31-.35 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 18,089 8 .43 .06 .48 .06 .44-.53 .41-.55 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .28 .03 .25-.31 .24-.32 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 4,372 4 .40 .05 .45 .05 .38-.52 .38-.52 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 11,197 19 .25 .10 .33 .10 .26-.41 .20-.46 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 2,203 6 .30 .07 .41 .03 .35-.47 .38-.44 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,525 9 .17 .06 .19 .03 .15-.24 .16-.22 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .21 -- .42 -- .35-.50 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 3,819 10 .25 .09 .45 .00 .38-.52 .45-.45 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .28 .00 .50 .00 .31-.68 .50-.50 
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      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .47 -- .58 -- .35-.80 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 339,557 7 .29 .01 .36 .01 .34-.37 .34-.38 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 17,233 16 .37 .06 .55 .00 .51-.58 .55-.55 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 5,504 22 .34 .09 .49 .00 .45-.53 .49-.49 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .30 -- .37 -- .17-.57 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 4,963 4 .41 .05 .51 .00 .45-.57 .51-.51 
      Visualization (Gv) 389,305 88 .23 .04 .29 .00 .27-.30 .29-.29 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 12,593 7 .33 .10 .43 .09 .27-.58 .32-.53 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 2,716 16 .26 .14 .30 .12 .21-.39 .15-.46 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,376 9 .33 .11 .59 .03 .51-.68 .56-.63 
      Imagery (Gv) 135 1 .11 -- .50 -- .37-.63 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,544 9 .23 .05 .30 .05 .26-.35 .24-.36 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 4,082 3 .48 .04 .52 .04 .47-.57 .47-.57 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,044 6 .32 .06 .36 .06 .31-.41 .29-.43 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 149 1 .26 -- .61 -- .49-.72 -- 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 149 1 .17 -- .54 -- .42-.66 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 149 1 .26 -- .61 -- .49-.72 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 7,311 14 .52 .09 .55 .07 .50-.60 .47-.64 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,820,290 76 .32 .24 .58 .17 .53-.63 .36-.80 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 360,890 59 .30 .08 .37 .09 .32-.41 .24-.49 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 13,039 21 .38 .14 .52 .14 .36-.68 .34-.70 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .62 .08 .68 .09 .58-.79 .57-.80 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,590 3 .41 .11 .46 .12 .32-.60 .30-.61 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 8,460 9 .41 .10 .48 .09 .40-.56 .36-.60 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 346,913 11 .39 .04 .47 .04 .44-.50 .42-.51 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,811,315 56 .57 .22 .74 .15 .70-.79 .55-.94 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .37 .04 .46 .05 .40-.51 .39-.52 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 930,123 23 .35 .03 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
Reading and Writing   
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      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 1,636,609 45 .35 .10 .62 .06 .60-.65 .55-.69 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,749 6 .46 .06 .50 .06 .45-.56 .42-.58 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .63 .04 .78 .03 .73-.83 .73-.82 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 348,606 20 .39 .02 .47 .02 .46-.49 .44-.50 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,899 6 .44 .08 .48 .08 .42-.55 .38-.59 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 349,707 20 .39 .03 .53 .04 .50-.56 .48-.58 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 4,372 4 .42 .03 .48 .02 .44-.51 .46-.50 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 350,703 26 .37 .02 .43 .00 .42-.44 .43-.43 
      Language Development (Gc) 339,904 8 .33 .02 .38 .02 .36-.40 .36-.40 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,661,095 106 .28 .10 .57 .06 .56-.59 .50-.65 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .42 .00 .51 .00 .50-.51 .51-.51 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .36 .06 .41 .07 .36-.47 .33-.50 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .28 .01 .44 .01 .43-.45 .43-.45 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .27 .00 .39 .00 .39-.39 .39-.39 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .18 .02 .30 .03 .27-.33 .27-.34 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .39 .02 .36-.42 .36-.42 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .39 .04 .57 .04 .51-.63 .52-.61 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .29 .02 .43 .03 .39-.46 .39-.47 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .39 .00 .38-.40 .39-.40 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .21 .01 .41 .01 .39-.43 .40-.43 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .35 .00 .34-.36 .35-.36 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .11 .00 .21 .00 .20-.21 .21-.21 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,474,901 50 .23 .09 .52 .05 .50-.54 .46-.59 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,088 16 .23 .01 .33 .00 .32-.33 .32-.33 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .33 .02 .46 .02 .44-.48 .43-.49 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,812,008 60 .18 .08 .41 .06 .39-.43 .34-.48 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .27 .02 .33 .02 .31-.35 .30-.36 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 1,809,675 51 .17 .14 .40 .11 .37-.44 .27-.54 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 342,938 7 .36 .01 .41 .02 .40-.43 .39-.43 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .35 .02 .33-.37 .33-.37 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .02 .24 .02 .22-.25 .22-.26 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 876 9 .68 .12 .87 .06 .82-.92 .80-.95 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .46 -- .71 -- .63-.80 -- 
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Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. †=tests classified as direct measure of higher-order 






















Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Reaction Time and Decision Speed 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Choice Reaction Time (Gt)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 85 1 .27 -- .54 -- .37-.70 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 85 1 .19 -- .50 -- .35-.65 -- 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 117 1 .21 -- .42 -- .27-.57 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 117 1 .12 -- .13 -- -.06-.32 -- 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 117 1 .19 -- .40 -- .25-.55 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 117 1 .02 -- .36 -- .21-.50 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 85 1 .08 -- .30 -- .12-.48 -- 
      Imagery (Gv) 85 1 .26 -- .62 -- .46-.77 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 202 2 .36 .05 .66 .00 .62-.71 .66-.66 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 85 1 .24 -- .60 -- .48-.73 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 85 1 .06 -- .42 -- .26-.57 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 117 1 .02 -- .47 -- .35-.58 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 85 1 .14 -- .40 -- .23-.58 -- 
Semantic Processing Speed (Gt)         
Fluid Abililty    
      
      Induction (Gf) 3,869 4 .37 .10 .49 .12 .34-.63 .34-.64 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 2,956 4 .34 .10 .42 .10 .29-.55 .29-.56 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 3,637 3 .28 .12 .32 .14 .16-.47 .14-.49 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 3,869 4 .24 .06 .28 .05 .21-.36 .22-.35 
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      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 3,107 4 .33 .10 .40 .11 .27-.53 .26-.53 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 3,204 4 .35 .14 .39 .15 .21-.57 .19-.59 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .27 .06 .32 .04 .24-.41 .27-.38 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 2,494 3 .43 .07 .48 .07 .39-.57 .39-.57 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 3,729 4 .35 .09 .44 .10 .31-.56 .31-.56 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 2,927 4 .32 .06 .41 .06 .32-.50 .33-.49 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 3,142 4 .30 .09 .38 .10 .25-.50 .25-.50 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 2,674 4 .55 .08 .64 .08 .54-.74 .54-.74 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .51 .08 .57 .08 .47-.67 .47-.68 
      Number Facility (Gs) 3,590 3 .41 .11 .46 .12 .32-.60 .30-.61 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 3,546 3 .33 .12 .36 .13 .21-.52 .20-.53 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 3,637 3 .30 .13 .36 .15 .19-.54 .17-.55 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 3,637 3 .33 .10 .39 .11 .26-.51 .25-.52 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 3,545 3 .28 .09 .32 .09 .21-.43 .20-.44 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 2,726 3 .31 .12 .39 .15 .22-.56 .20-.58 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 3,615 3 .37 .12 .42 .13 .27-.57 .25-.59 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 3,637 3 .31 .08 .44 .11 .31-.56 .30-.57 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 3,734 4 .34 .10 .42 .00 .27-.56 .42-.42 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 3,637 3 .32 .13 .40 .15 .23-.58 .21-.60 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 3,346 3 .33 .10 .38 .11 .25-.52 .24-.53 
Mental Comparison Speed (Gt)         
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 34 1 .61 -- .83 -- .68-.98 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 34 1 .15 -- .59 -- .36-.81 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 34 1 .08 -- .39 -- .13-.65 -- 
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Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 34 1 .10 -- .47 -- .23-.71 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 34 1 .03 -- .32 -- .03-.60 -- 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 34 1 -.02 -- .07 -- -1.00-1.00 -- 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 34 1 .08 -- .16 -- -.52-.84 -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. †=tests classified as direct measure of higher-order 


















Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Acquired Knowledge (Generic, direct measure) 
 
Constructs N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 1,007 12 .62 .19 .88 .08 .81-.95 .78-.97 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 1,090 5 .49 .10 .79 .00 .73-.85 .79-.79 
      Induction (Gf) 25,581 21 .62 .12 .82 .06 .76-.88 .75-.90 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 18,791 7 .47 .12 .64 .09 .53-.76 .53-.76 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 25,433 17 .52 .09 .64 .07 .59-.70 .55-.74 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 10,612 1 .66 -- .72 -- .69-.75 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 7,499 6 .56 .06 .62 .06 .57-.67 .55-.70 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 4,358 7 .40 .04 .45 .00 .43-.47 .45-.45 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,706 3 .54 .05 .60 .05 .53-.67 .53-.67 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
(Glr)† 
7,499 6 
.53 .08 .57 .08 .50-.64 .46-.68 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 3,031 3 .50 .08 .54 .08 .44-.63 .43-.64 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .49 .05 .56 .03 .49-.63 .52-.60 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 961 2 .02 .01 .31 .00 .30-.33 .31-.31 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .38 .09 .41 .09 .33-.49 .29-.53 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,202 6 .32 .21 .66 .00 .53-.79 .66-.66 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,863 6 .39 .07 .45 .08 .38-.52 .35-.55 
      Visualization (Gv) 20,179 15 .36 .11 .49 .00 .40-.58 .49-.49 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 16,192 5 .39 .07 .57 .04 .52-.62 .52-.62 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 2,233 1 .09 -- .13 -- .09-.17 -- 
      Imagery (Gv) 334 2 .46 .08 .84 .00 .76-.92 .84-.84 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 2,698 3 .29 .04 .35 .03 .29-.40 .31-.38 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,490 6 .54 .05 .58 .05 .54-.63 .53-.64 
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      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 2,938 3 .51 .07 .58 .07 .49-.66 .49-.67 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 7,675 7 .42 .08 .45 .08 .38-.52 .34-.55 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 23,458 15 .31 .09 .45 .07 .39-.51 .35-.54 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 3,023 9 .06 .11 .58 .00 .53-.62 .58-.58 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 335 6 .29 .19 .67 .07 .57-.77 .58-.75 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .51 .07 .56 .07 .48-.64 .47-.64 
      Number Facility (Gs) 8,460 9 .41 .10 .48 .09 .40-.56 .36-.60 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,546 3 .33 .12 .36 .13 .21-.52 .20-.53 
      Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) 34 1 .15 -- .59 -- .36-.81 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 13,981 22 .75 .06 .90 .00 .87-.93 .90-.90 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 2,564 3 .23 .12 .60 .00 .51-.69 .60-.60 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 5,545 21 .82 .07 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 10,062 10 .61 .08 .77 .07 .71-.84 .68-.87 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 3,650 3 .61 .05 .67 .05 .61-.73 .61-.74 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,509 5 .43 .04 .56 .02 .51-.61 .53-.59 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 2,726 3 .66 .07 .80 .08 .70-.89 .70-.90 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 3,765 3 .64 .07 .70 .07 .61-.78 .60-.79 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 3,792 3 .64 .05 .87 .04 .80-.94 .81-.93 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 7,295 6 .86 .09 .91 .10 .83-.99 .78-1.00 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 21,348 16 .68 .14 .83 .00 .73-.92 .83-.83 
      Language Development (Gc) 84 1 .43 -- .69 -- .56-.82 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 25,610 19 .67 .12 .88 .10 .80-.95 .74-1.00 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 3,346 3 .69 .03 .79 .02 .74-.83 .76-.81 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .57 -- .95 -- .88-1.00 -- 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 167 1 .48 -- .89 -- .81-.96 -- 
      Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 104 1 .64 -- .94 -- .90-.99 -- 
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 48 1 .49 -- .86 -- .73-1.00 -- 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 2,233 1 .28 -- .62 -- .60-.65 -- 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 167 1 .47 -- .77 -- .68-.85 -- 
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      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 2,462 3 .28 .09 .56 .04 .48-.64 .51-.61 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 2,225 7 .78 .03 .78 .00 .76-.80 .78-.78 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 2,400 2 .15 .17 .48 .12 .29-.66 .33-.63 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 2,545 9 .74 .10 .71 .00 .66-.76 .71-.71 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Verbal Ability & Memory 224 1 .48 -- .78 -- .71-.85 -- 
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 2,233 1 .08 -- .11 -- .08-.15 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 335 6 .57 .15 .88 .05 .81-.95 .82-.95 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 

















Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Quatititative Ability/Knowledge 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)†         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 1,697 16 .73 .12 .85 .06 .81-.90 .78-.93 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 7,030 37 .60 .11 .78 .04 .75-.81 .73-.83 
      Induction (Gf) 350,332 22 .51 .03 .72 .00 .70-.75 .72-.72 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,168 8 .56 .06 .71 .04 .65-.77 .65-.76 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 8,267 7 .73 .02 .88 .00 .86-.90 .88-.88 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,082 3 .57 .03 .69 .00 .66-.73 .69-.69 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 347,383 13 .39 .02 .49 .00 .48-.51 .49-.49 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,957 6 .50 .04 .61 .02 .57-.65 .58-.64 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .22 .02 .33 .03 .29-.36 .29-.36 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 4,082 3 .49 .04 .59 .03 .53-.65 .55-.63 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 7,467 7 .44 .07 .52 .07 .46-.58 .43-.61 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .43 .04 .55 .00 .49-.61 .55-.55 
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 282 1 -.04 -- .16 -- .05-.27 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .49 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .25 .06 .30 .07 .24-.36 .22-.39 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 123 1 .33 -- .57 -- .43-.71 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 4,082 3 .43 .04 .55 .03 .49-.61 .51-.58 
      Visualization (Gv) 349,301 28 .39 .03 .53 .03 .50-.55 .49-.56 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 362 2 .17 .00 .32 .00 .17-.47 .32-.32 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 123 1 .35 -- .41 -- .23-.59 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,019 7 .25 .05 .33 .04 .29-.38 .28-.39 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 4,082 3 .47 .03 .55 .00 .52-.59 .55-.55 
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      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,361 7 .44 .05 .55 .05 .50-.59 .48-.61 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 4,082 3 .52 .03 .62 .00 .58-.65 .62-.62 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 346,718 16 .17 .04 .21 .05 .18-.24 .14-.28 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 340,247 16 .15 .06 .20 .08 .12-.27 .10-.30 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 1,268 11 .33 .10 .57 .00 .52-.61 .57-.57 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .45 .09 .54 .09 .42-.66 .41-.66 
      Number Facility (Gs) 346,913 11 .39 .04 .47 .04 .44-.50 .42-.51 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,637 3 .30 .13 .36 .15 .19-.54 .17-.55 
      Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) 34 1 .08 -- .39 -- .13-.65 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 13,981 22 .75 .06 .90 .00 .87-.93 .90-.90 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,986 6 .77 .09 .99 .09 .87-1.00 .87-1.00 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .84 .05 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 291,463 127 .60 .10 .78 .03 .77-.80 .74-.83 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 507,966 12 .61 .01 .77 .00 .76-.78 .77-.77 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,134 7 .55 .04 .66 .03 .62-.70 .63-.70 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .56 .03 .75 .00 .70-.81 .75-.75 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 345,794 12 .49 .03 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 8,178 7 .51 .08 .62 .09 .55-.69 .51-.73 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 347,046 12 .41 .05 .61 .06 .57-.66 .54-.69 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 4,082 3 .63 .02 .73 .00 .71-.76 .73-.73 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 346,693 12 .57 .02 .73 .00 .72-.74 .73-.73 
      Language Development (Gc) 339,063 6 .43 .03 .54 .02 .51-.58 .52-.57 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 347,350 14 .57 .02 .76 .00 .75-.77 .76-.76 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .48 .02 .64 .00 .61-.66 .64-.64 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .59 .03 .74 .00 .71-.77 .74-.74 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .48 .02 .82 .00 .78-.85 .82-.82 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .62 .00 .60-.65 .62-.62 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .53 .00 .52-.55 .53-.53 
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      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .55 .03 .75 .00 .71-.78 .75-.75 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .62 .03 .98 .00 .93-1.00 .98-.98 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .01 .69 .00 .67-.70 .69-.69 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .04 .50 .07 .42-.58 .41-.59 
      Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 1,560 4 .35 .25 .62 .00 .50-.73 .62-.62 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .38 .01 .81 .00 .78-.84 .81-.81 
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 48 1 .29 -- .58 -- .39-.77 -- 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .62 .00 .61-.63 .62-.62 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .47 .02 .44-.51 .45-.49 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 37,754 4 .72 .01 .90 .00 .89-.91 .90-.90 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .46 .03 .72 .03 .67-.78 .69-.76 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .41 .03 .63 .03 .58-.68 .59-.67 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,066 9 .38 .02 .62 .00 .59-.65 .62-.62 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 20,607 9 .60 .07 .67 .00 .62-.71 .67-.67 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .60 .08 .80 .09 .70-.91 .68-.92 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .40 .04 .66 .03 .60-.73 .62-.71 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 363,545 16 .58 .03 .73 .00 .71-.75 .73-.73 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .03 .72 .00 .67-.77 .72-.72 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .46 .01 .43-.49 .45-.48 
Cognitive Ability Compounds    
      
      c-Verbal Ability & Memory 359 2 .44 .08 .64 .00 .55-.73 .64-.64 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 1,268 11 .73 .09 .86 .00 .82-.89 .86-.86 
Mathematics Knowledge (Gq)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 6,597 32 .67 .10 .83 .05 .80-.85 .77-.89 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 941 10 .52 .15 .74 .06 .67-.81 .67-.81 
      Induction (Gf) 388,972 47 .50 .05 .69 .00 .67-.70 .69-.69 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 3,084 4 .22 .07 .54 .00 .46-.62 .54-.54 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,951,482 79 .69 .05 .86 .02 .85-.86 .83-.89 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 339,540 8 .38 .02 .47 .01 .45-.50 .46-.49 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 10,963 1 .61 -- .73 -- .70-.75 -- 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .20 .02 .29 .03 .26-.32 .25-.32 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 684 4 .41 .08 .51 .00 .46-.56 .51-.51 
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      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 108 2 .31 .02 .48 .00 .45-.51 .48-.48 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 783 3 .28 .01 .43 .00 .38-.47 .43-.43 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .40 .00 .64 .00 .50-.79 .64-.64 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .52 -- .70 -- .47-.92 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .51 .01 .68 .00 .66-.69 .68-.68 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 230 1 .46 -- .54 -- .38-.70 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 365 2 .40 .00 .62 .00 .42-.81 .62-.62 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .22 -- .29 -- .13-.45 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 1,471 2 .43 .07 .65 .00 .57-.73 .65-.65 
      Visualization (Gv) 405,001 58 .40 .04 .53 .00 .50-.55 .53-.53 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 452,739 14 .44 .03 .69 .00 .67-.70 .69-.69 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 35,785 14 .41 .04 .46 .00 .43-.48 .46-.46 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 230 1 .38 -- .50 -- .30-.70 -- 
      Imagery (Gv) 725 5 .33 .12 .64 .05 .56-.73 .58-.71 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 230 1 .50 -- .66 -- .41-.91 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 346 1 .41 -- .48 -- .38-.58 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,812,078 54 .32 .06 .55 .02 .53-.57 .52-.58 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 380,514 44 .15 .06 .22 .06 .16-.27 .14-.29 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 1,782 15 .30 .14 .58 .06 .53-.64 .51-.66 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,811,315 56 .57 .22 .74 .15 .70-.79 .55-.94 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 85 1 .06 -- .42 -- .26-.57 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,564 3 .23 .12 .60 .00 .51-.69 .60-.60 
Quantitative Ability   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,986 6 .77 .09 .99 .09 .87-1.00 .87-1.00 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .69 .09 .91 .11 .79-1.00 .77-1.00 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 930,227 23 .53 .02 .75 .00 .75-.76 .75-.75 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 2,090,938 58 .48 .08 .72 .02 .71-.74 .70-.74 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 341,855 14 .46 .02 .61 .00 .58-.64 .61-.61 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 341,855 14 .38 .05 .56 .05 .50-.63 .49-.63 
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Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 108 2 .48 .21 .75 .11 .55-.94 .61-.89 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 344,695 20 .63 .02 .79 .00 .78-.80 .79-.79 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .44 .03 .55 .03 .51-.59 .51-.59 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 2,110,269 76 .47 .09 .71 .02 .70-.73 .69-.74 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .59 .00 .56-.61 .59-.59 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .52 .02 .87 .00 .84-.90 .87-.87 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .66 .00 .62-.69 .66-.66 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .32 .01 .58 .00 .56-.61 .58-.58 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .61 .02 .81 .00 .78-.84 .81-.81 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .72 .00 .69-.75 .72-.72 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .04 .49 .07 .42-.57 .40-.59 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .85 .00 .83-.86 .85-.85 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .45 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .54 .00 .52-.57 .54-.54 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,935,830 65 .51 .08 .73 .05 .71-.75 .66-.80 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,088 16 .53 .02 .81 .00 .77-.85 .81-.81 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .44 .04 .66 .04 .60-.71 .60-.71 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 2,264,865 75 .46 .07 .66 .05 .64-.69 .60-.73 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .68 .07 .89 .08 .80-.98 .79-.99 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 2,275,501 70 .30 .08 .54 .04 .52-.56 .49-.60 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .64 .01 .80 .00 .79-.82 .80-.80 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .48 .02 .79 .00 .75-.83 .79-.79 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .51 .01 .48-.53 .49-.52 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 35,240 10 .40 .06 .40 .04 .36-.43 .34-.45 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 1,165 9 .64 .07 .83 .00 .80-.85 .83-.83 
Mathematics Achievement (Gq)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 94 1 .67 -- .83 -- .75-.91 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,919 5 .50 .03 .72 .01 .68-.77 .71-.74 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .48 .00 .46-.50 .48-.48 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .33 .01 .32-.35 .32-.35 
 304 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 94 1 .09 -- .30 -- .11-.49 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 94 1 .25 -- .52 -- .36-.68 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .49 .03 .68 .03 .64-.72 .65-.72 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .38 .03 .52 .04 .48-.57 .47-.57 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .15 .01 .20 .01 .18-.21 .18-.21 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .05 .19 .07 .13-.26 .11-.28 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .37 .04 .46 .05 .40-.51 .39-.52 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .84 .05 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .69 .09 .91 .11 .79-1.00 .77-1.00 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 1,332 16 .42 .16 .67 .07 .61-.73 .58-.76 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .59 .02 .75 .00 .72-.78 .75-.75 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .47 .02 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .38 .02 .58 .00 .55-.62 .58-.58 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 339,232 7 .56 .03 .73 .01 .69-.76 .71-.74 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .54 .00 .52-.55 .54-.54 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .56 .03 .77 .01 .73-.81 .76-.78 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .64 .00 .62-.66 .64-.64 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .46 .03 .80 .05 .74-.86 .74-.86 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .38 .01 .62 .00 .60-.63 .62-.62 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .28 .02 .53 .00 .50-.56 .53-.53 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .52 .04 .73 .04 .67-.79 .67-.79 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .72 .00 .68-.76 .72-.72 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .02 .51 .04 .47-.56 .46-.56 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .77 .00 .73-.81 .77-.77 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .49 .04 .44-.53 .44-.54 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,238 15 .53 .11 .74 .05 .70-.79 .68-.81 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .45 .04 .73 .06 .66-.79 .65-.80 
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      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .41 .01 .64 .00 .62-.66 .64-.64 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .37 .03 .63 .00 .59-.68 .63-.63 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .57 .08 .78 .10 .67-.89 .65-.91 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .39 .04 .66 .05 .59-.73 .60-.72 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .56 .04 .74 .03 .69-.78 .69-.78 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .04 .71 .05 .65-.78 .65-.78 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .38 .04 .46 .04 .42-.51 .41-.51 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 



























Meta-Analytic Correlations betweenNarrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Verbal Ability (overall—Gc and Grw, direct measure) 
 
Constructs  N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 11,713 51 .69 .09 .86 .02 .84-.88 .83-.89 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 12,177 47 .53 .13 .76 .00 .73-.79 .75-.76 
      Induction (Gf) 5,584 29 .38 .20 .63 .11 .56-.69 .49-.76 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 903 5 .50 .25 .78 .16 .62-.95 .58-.98 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 934,903 23 .62 .01 .82 .00 .81-.82 .82-.82 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 559 6 .28 .13 .29 .02 .19-.39 .26-.32 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 283 3 .26 .07 .47 .00 .40-.53 .47-.47 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 108 2 .26 .12 .45 .00 .31-.59 .45-.45 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 551 3 .10 .05 .33 .00 .28-.37 .33-.33 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 33 1 .39 -- .65 -- .41-.90 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 94 1 .21 -- .51 -- .35-.67 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 537 3 .24 .30 .53 .17 .25-.80 .31-.74 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 123 1 .46 -- .72 -- .60-.83 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 48,310 53 .40 .06 .54 .00 .53-.56 .54-.54 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 676 6 .22 .14 .55 .02 .47-.63 .53-.58 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 550 4 .25 .12 .29 .09 .16-.41 .18-.39 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 207 1 .29 -- .60 -- .51-.69 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 2,968 2 .33 .08 .66 .00 .57-.74 .66-.66 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 319 1 .28 -- .62 -- .54-.70 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 351 2 .06 .12 .08 .08 -.08-.24 -.02-.18 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 932,026 37 .36 .02 .66 .00 .65-.66 .66-.66 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 45,264 34 .52 .04 .72 .00 .71-.73 .72-.72 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 44,752 30 .39 .04 .56 .00 .55-.57 .56-.56 
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      Number Facility (Gs) 930,123 23 .35 .03 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) 34 1 .10 -- .47 -- .23-.71 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 5,545 21 .82 .07 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 291,463 127 .60 .10 .78 .03 .77-.80 .74-.83 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 930,227 23 .53 .02 .75 .00 .75-.76 .75-.75 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 1,332 16 .42 .16 .67 .07 .61-.73 .58-.76 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 750,501 18 .86 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 154 1 .23 -- .59 -- .48-.69 -- 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 126 2 .52 .14 .79 .03 .66-.92 .76-.83 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 1,136 13 .65 .07 .76 .00 .73-.80 .76-.76 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 392 3 .66 .05 .88 .00 .85-.92 .88-.88 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 1,786 19 .61 .11 .56 .00 .52-.60 .56-.56 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 108 2 .73 .03 .94 .00 .90-.97 .94-.94 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 652 6 .61 .10 .78 .00 .71-.85 .78-.78 
      Language Development (Gc) 591 4 .49 .11 .69 .06 .61-.77 .62-.76 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 750,874 20 .97 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 1,560 4 .60 .14 .82 .00 .76-.88 .82-.82 
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 48 1 .41 -- .73 -- .58-.89 -- 
      Occupational Know.--Military (Gkn) 255 1 .42 -- .71 -- .65-.78 -- 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 931,412 29 .74 .03 .91 .00 .91-.92 .91-.91 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 932,639 35 .57 .02 .75 .00 .75-.76 .75-.75 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 20,719 11 .64 .06 .67 .00 .64-.71 .67-.67 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 928,931 12 .49 .02 .70 .00 .69-.71 .70-.70 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 20,719 11 .68 .06 .67 .00 .64-.71 .67-.67 
Cogntive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Verbal Ability & Memory 1,654 4 .49 .06 .72 .00 .67-.77 .72-.72 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 48,439 35 .59 .05 .76 .00 .75-.77 .76-.76 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
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interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Reading and Writing 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Reading Comprehension (Grw)         
General Cognitve Ability   
      
      g† 3,962 16 .67 .11 .87 .04 .83-.91 .81-.93 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 771 5 .45 .10 .73 .00 .66-.79 .73-.73 
      Induction (Gf) 376,756 35 .57 .04 .76 .00 .74-.77 .76-.76 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 10,034 11 .38 .10 .55 .08 .47-.63 .45-.66 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,764,070 67 .53 .09 .77 .05 .75-.78 .70-.83 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 6,660 6 .53 .04 .62 .03 .58-.65 .57-.66 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 348,053 14 .47 .02 .56 .02 .55-.57 .54-.58 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 17,733 7 .47 .06 .54 .07 .48-.59 .45-.63 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .31 .03 .43 .05 .39-.48 .37-.49 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 6,660 6 .51 .06 .59 .07 .53-.64 .50-.67 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 8,260 11 .41 .07 .47 .07 .41-.52 .37-.56 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .37 .06 .44 .04 .37-.52 .40-.49 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 576 2 .38 .15 .49 .15 .21-.76 .29-.68 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .57 -- .73 -- .43-1.00 -- 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .56 -- .72 -- .44-1.00 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .61 .00 .79 .00 .79-.80 .79-.79 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,806 7 .34 .05 .38 .05 .34-.43 .32-.44 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 792 4 .43 .21 .68 .00 .42-.94 .68-.68 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .23 -- .30 -- .14-.46 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 8,378 11 .40 .09 .52 .04 .46-.58 .47-.58 
      Visualization (Gv) 390,879 43 .37 .04 .48 .00 .47-.49 .48-.48 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 452,870 13 .37 .03 .68 .00 .66-.70 .68-.68 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 23,060 11 .34 .05 .38 .03 .35-.42 .34-.42 
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      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 401 3 .25 .04 .44 .00 .39-.49 .44-.44 
      Imagery (Gv) 334 2 .51 .12 .84 .07 .71-.96 .75-.92 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,350 9 .26 .06 .33 .07 .28-.39 .25-.42 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,332 6 .53 .05 .60 .05 .55-.64 .54-.66 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,376 7 .50 .06 .60 .06 .54-.65 .51-.68 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 7,006 7 .41 .07 .46 .08 .40-.52 .36-.56 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,637,491 45 .31 .09 .58 .05 .55-.61 .51-.65 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 363,996 27 .22 .07 .29 .08 .22-.37 .18-.40 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 969 9 .38 .19 .68 .10 .60-.77 .55-.82 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .51 .06 .58 .06 .51-.66 .50-.67 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,636,609 45 .35 .10 .62 .06 .60-.65 .55-.69 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,637 3 .33 .10 .39 .11 .26-.51 .25-.52 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 10,062 10 .61 .08 .77 .07 .71-.84 .68-.87 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 507,966 12 .61 .01 .77 .00 .76-.78 .77-.77 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 2,090,938 58 .48 .08 .72 .02 .71-.74 .70-.74 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .59 .02 .75 .00 .72-.78 .75-.75 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 750,501 18 .86 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,208 7 .64 .07 .74 .08 .68-.80 .64-.84 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 5,129 9 .58 .05 .79 .03 .74-.84 .75-.82 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 347,883 12 .58 .02 .73 .02 .72-.75 .71-.76 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 8,178 7 .65 .07 .74 .07 .68-.80 .65-.83 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 349,435 13 .51 .03 .73 .04 .70-.76 .68-.77 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 6,660 6 .73 .08 .80 .09 .73-.88 .69-.92 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 349,146 13 .70 .02 .85 .00 .84-.86 .85-.85 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .59 .01 .71 .01 .69-.72 .69-.72 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 2,104,592 76 .67 .08 .90 .04 .88-.91 .84-.95 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .63 .01 .80 .01 .79-.81 .78-.81 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .65 .03 .77 .03 .74-.80 .74-.81 
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Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .57 .00 .92 .00 .91-.93 .92-.92 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .55 .00 .82 .00 .82-.82 .82-.82 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .69 .00 .66-.72 .69-.69 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .71 .02 .92 .00 .89-.94 .92-.92 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .53 .07 .80 .10 .68-.93 .68-.93 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .56 .01 .86 .00 .84-.88 .86-.86 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .02 .71 .03 .67-.74 .66-.75 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .03 .75 .04 .70-.81 .71-.80 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .47 .02 .68 .03 .64-.71 .64-.71 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .49 .02 .48-.51 .47-.52 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,744,594 50 .57 .07 .81 .04 .79-.82 .75-.86 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .56 .01 .83 .00 .82-.84 .83-.83 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .60 .02 .87 .03 .83-.90 .83-.91 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 2,080,673 53 .45 .06 .67 .04 .65-.69 .62-.73 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .59 .01 .75 .00 .74-.76 .75-.75 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 2,079,792 52 .38 .06 .62 .03 .61-.64 .59-.66 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 342,938 7 .71 .02 .86 .02 .84-.87 .83-.89 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .55 .02 .87 .00 .84-.90 .87-.87 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .49 .02 .55 .02 .53-.57 .52-.57 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 22,729 9 .37 .06 .36 .04 .32-.40 .30-.42 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 2,088 10 .42 .15 .74 .07 .69-.80 .65-.83 
Reading Decoding (Grw)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 8,114 7 .42 .07 .55 .08 .48-.62 .44-.66 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,045 7 .38 .10 .45 .11 .36-.54 .30-.60 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 8,048 7 .51 .06 .56 .07 .51-.62 .48-.65 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 8,113 7 .41 .06 .49 .06 .43-.54 .41-.56 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,920 6 .42 .08 .48 .08 .41-.55 .37-.58 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 7,372 7 .36 .09 .39 .09 .32-.46 .28-.50 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .33 .02 .38 .00 .36-.40 .38-.38 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .30 .05 .33 .05 .29-.37 .27-.39 
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Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 7,516 6 .39 .03 .48 .02 .45-.51 .45-.50 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 239 1 .27 -- .33 -- .18-.47 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,019 7 .27 .06 .33 .06 .27-.38 .25-.41 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,254 7 .48 .05 .56 .05 .52-.60 .50-.61 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 6,851 7 .35 .07 .40 .08 .34-.46 .30-.50 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .53 .05 .59 .05 .53-.66 .53-.66 
      Number Facility (Gs) 7,749 6 .46 .06 .50 .06 .45-.56 .42-.58 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,545 3 .28 .09 .32 .09 .21-.43 .20-.44 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 3,650 3 .61 .05 .67 .05 .61-.73 .61-.74 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 8,134 7 .55 .04 .66 .03 .62-.70 .63-.70 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 154 1 .23 -- .59 -- .48-.69 -- 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 8,208 7 .64 .07 .74 .08 .68-.80 .64-.84 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,808 6 .64 .04 .79 .05 .75-.83 .73-.85 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 8,003 7 .61 .05 .68 .05 .64-.72 .62-.74 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 8,079 8 .72 .04 .99 .03 .94-1.00 .95-1.00 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 7,567 6 .54 .11 .64 .13 .53-.74 .47-.80 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 8,295 9 .54 .04 .68 .04 .64-.72 .63-.73 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,409 6 .55 .05 .64 .05 .59-.68 .57-.70 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .51 .06 .74 .07 .65-.84 .65-.83 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,082 3 .53 .03 .75 .04 .70-.81 .71-.80 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .57 .04 .67 .04 .62-.72 .62-.71 
Reading Speed (Grw)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 558 4 .46 .15 .73 .04 .63-.83 .69-.78 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 228 1 .11 -- .47 -- .38-.57 -- 
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      Induction (Gf) 4,509 5 .48 .05 .71 .00 .65-.77 .71-.71 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,509 5 .44 .05 .57 .04 .50-.64 .51-.63 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,082 3 .44 .05 .55 .05 .48-.62 .49-.62 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 228 1 .06 -- .08 -- -.09-.25 -- 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 4,082 3 .36 .06 .44 .06 .36-.52 .36-.52 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .48 .04 .59 .04 .53-.64 .54-.64 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 427 2 .23 .14 .56 .00 .40-.71 .56-.56 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 4,082 3 .30 .06 .38 .06 .30-.46 .30-.46 
      Visualization (Gv) 360 3 .56 .34 .72 .23 .39-1.00 .42-1.00 
      Imagery (Gv) 199 1 .28 -- .66 -- .56-.76 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 4,082 3 .42 .06 .51 .06 .44-.59 .43-.59 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 4,082 3 .65 .01 .79 .00 .77-.81 .79-.79 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,082 3 .73 .02 .94 .00 .91-.97 .94-.94 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 126 2 .28 .02 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 126 2 .13 .10 .51 .00 .41-.61 .51-.51 
      Number Facility (Gs) 4,082 3 .63 .04 .78 .03 .73-.83 .73-.82 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 4,509 5 .43 .04 .56 .02 .51-.61 .53-.59 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .56 .03 .75 .00 .70-.81 .75-.75 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 126 2 .52 .14 .79 .03 .66-.92 .76-.83 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 5,129 9 .58 .05 .79 .03 .74-.84 .75-.82 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 4,082 3 .50 .04 .60 .03 .55-.65 .56-.64 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 427 2 .31 .05 .53 .00 .47-.59 .53-.53 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 4,853 8 .47 .06 .70 .02 .64-.75 .66-.73 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 234 1 .20 -- .47 -- .37-.57 -- 
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Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 1,133 2 .37 .08 .71 .00 .64-.78 .71-.71 
Native Language Usage (Grw)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 4,212 26 .71 .07 .78 .00 .75-.80 .78-.78 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 495 7 .56 .10 .69 .00 .62-.76 .69-.69 
      Induction (Gf) 348,771 22 .44 .02 .63 .00 .61-.64 .63-.63 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 6,912 7 .43 .08 .56 .09 .47-.64 .44-.67 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 9,642 14 .58 .06 .70 .06 .65-.76 .63-.77 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 345,772 12 .40 .01 .52 .00 .51-.52 .52-.52 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,527 6 .49 .05 .60 .06 .55-.66 .53-.68 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .27 .02 .40 .03 .37-.43 .36-.44 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 6,706 8 .28 .13 .34 .15 .22-.47 .15-.54 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,259 5 .39 .04 .51 .00 .46-.56 .51-.51 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .56 .00 .55-.58 .56-.56 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .23 .08 .28 .09 .21-.36 .18-.39 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 881 1 .39 -- .53 -- .48-.59 -- 
      Visualization (Gv) 349,451 29 .27 .03 .37 .03 .35-.39 .33-.41 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 108 2 .33 .20 .48 .12 .23-.72 .32-.63 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 108 2 .35 .16 .46 .13 .17-.74 .30-.62 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 6,715 6 .15 .11 .20 .14 .09-.32 .02-.39 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,445 6 .45 .06 .57 .07 .51-.63 .49-.66 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 348,394 22 .21 .04 .26 .04 .23-.29 .20-.32 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 340,658 20 .19 .07 .25 .09 .16-.34 .13-.37 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 776 9 .15 .14 .31 .02 .23-.39 .28-.34 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .52 .07 .64 .08 .54-.74 .53-.75 
      Number Facility (Gs) 348,606 20 .39 .02 .47 .02 .46-.49 .44-.50 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 2,726 3 .31 .12 .39 .15 .22-.56 .20-.58 
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Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,726 3 .66 .07 .80 .08 .70-.89 .70-.90 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 345,794 12 .49 .03 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 341,855 14 .46 .02 .61 .00 .58-.64 .61-.61 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .47 .02 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 1,136 13 .65 .07 .76 .00 .73-.80 .76-.76 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 347,883 12 .58 .02 .73 .02 .72-.75 .71-.76 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 6,808 6 .64 .04 .79 .05 .75-.83 .73-.85 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 6,808 6 .54 .08 .67 .09 .59-.74 .55-.78 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 349,271 22 .50 .04 .77 .04 .74-.80 .72-.82 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 108 2 .72 .07 .80 .00 .72-.88 .80-.80 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 346,279 16 .48 .03 .63 .03 .60-.65 .58-.67 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .61 .00 .60-.62 .61-.61 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 348,909 19 .51 .02 .69 .00 .68-.71 .69-.69 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .61 .00 .83 .00 .83-.84 .83-.83 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 6,808 6 .57 .05 .74 .06 .68-.79 .66-.82 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .39 .01 .68 .02 .66-.70 .66-.70 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .40 .00 .64 .00 .63-.65 .64-.64 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .53 .00 .50-.55 .53-.53 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .48 .01 .66 .00 .65-.68 .66-.66 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .59 .03 .95 .02 .89-1.00 .93-.97 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .38 .00 .62 .00 .62-.63 .62-.62 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .61 .02 .59-.63 .59-.63 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .03 .54 .06 .47-.60 .46-.61 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .03 .46 .05 .41-.51 .40-.53 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .13 .02 .27 .04 .23-.31 .22-.32 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 6,035 10 .60 .03 .87 .00 .83-.90 .87-.87 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,471 10 .35 .01 .56 .02 .54-.59 .54-.59 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .43 .03 .67 .04 .63-.71 .62-.72 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 341,855 14 .25 .03 .42 .04 .37-.47 .37-.47 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .53 .01 .51-.55 .52-.54 
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      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 340,809 11 .22 .03 .38 .03 .34-.42 .33-.42 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 342,938 7 .47 .02 .61 .02 .58-.63 .57-.64 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .00 .57 .00 .57-.58 .57-.57 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .38 .00 .37-.39 .37-.39 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Verbal Ability & Memory 95 1 .47 -- .59 -- .45-.73 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 776 9 .45 .08 .56 .00 .52-.60 .56-.56 
Writing Ability (Grw)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 392 3 .65 .04 .86 .00 .83-.89 .86-.86 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 8,135 7 .43 .12 .55 .16 .43-.67 .35-.75 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,045 7 .42 .11 .49 .12 .39-.58 .33-.65 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 8,178 7 .50 .06 .56 .06 .51-.61 .49-.63 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 8,131 7 .36 .10 .42 .11 .34-.51 .28-.56 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,957 6 .39 .11 .44 .12 .34-.53 .29-.59 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 7,373 7 .36 .11 .39 .12 .30-.49 .24-.55 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .34 .09 .40 .09 .27-.52 .28-.52 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .27 .09 .30 .10 .22-.38 .17-.43 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 7,971 9 .36 .07 .45 .07 .38-.52 .36-.55 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 239 1 .17 -- .21 -- .06-.36 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,019 7 .30 .04 .36 .04 .32-.40 .31-.41 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,296 7 .44 .07 .51 .07 .45-.57 .42-.60 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 6,865 7 .38 .07 .43 .08 .37-.49 .33-.53 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 392 3 .46 .03 .77 .00 .75-.79 .77-.77 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 392 3 .37 .02 .68 .00 .67-.70 .68-.68 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .55 .06 .61 .06 .53-.68 .53-.68 
      Number Facility (Gs) 7,899 6 .44 .08 .48 .08 .42-.55 .38-.59 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,615 3 .37 .12 .42 .13 .27-.57 .25-.59 
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Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 3,765 3 .64 .07 .70 .07 .61-.78 .60-.79 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 8,178 7 .51 .08 .62 .09 .55-.69 .51-.73 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 392 3 .66 .05 .88 .00 .85-.92 .88-.88 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 8,178 7 .65 .07 .74 .07 .68-.80 .65-.83 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,003 7 .61 .05 .68 .05 .64-.72 .62-.74 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,808 6 .54 .08 .67 .09 .59-.74 .55-.78 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 7,939 6 .60 .09 .82 .12 .72-.92 .67-.98 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 7,630 6 .49 .18 .57 .21 .40-.74 .30-.84 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 8,081 7 .47 .11 .58 .14 .48-.69 .41-.76 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .48 .11 .56 .12 .46-.66 .40-.71 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .38 .06 .55 .07 .46-.64 .46-.64 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,082 3 .46 .03 .65 .03 .59-.70 .60-.69 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .46 .05 .53 .05 .47-.60 .47-.60 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 392 3 .61 .03 .86 .00 .84-.87 .86-.86 
Spelling Ability (Grw)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 5,068 34 .59 .09 .52 .00 .49-.55 .52-.52 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 495 7 .43 .13 .42 .00 .32-.51 .42-.42 
      Induction (Gf) 350,279 23 .32 .03 .52 .03 .49-.54 .48-.55 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 6,806 6 .41 .10 .59 .14 .48-.71 .42-.77 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 10,842 14 .56 .05 .71 .00 .67-.76 .71-.71 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 346,976 12 .40 .01 .58 .00 .57-.59 .58-.58 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,957 6 .46 .07 .64 .09 .56-.72 .53-.76 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .22 .03 .37 .04 .33-.41 .32-.42 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 7,302 8 .36 .11 .48 .14 .36-.60 .30-.67 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,259 5 .36 .08 .51 .05 .42-.61 .45-.58 
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Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .50 .03 .46-.53 .46-.53 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .25 .06 .34 .08 .28-.41 .25-.44 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 881 1 .33 -- .33 -- .27-.39 -- 
      Visualization (Gv) 350,813 35 .14 .05 .22 .07 .18-.26 .13-.30 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 108 2 .32 .16 .31 .03 .11-.50 .27-.34 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 108 2 .31 .18 .29 .00 -.05-.63 .29-.29 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 6,780 6 .23 .06 .35 .08 .28-.43 .25-.46 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,099 6 .45 .05 .64 .06 .58-.70 .56-.71 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 349,012 22 .22 .04 .31 .04 .29-.34 .26-.37 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 341,249 26 .18 .06 .27 .08 .19-.36 .16-.38 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 9,013 16 .15 .08 .15 .02 .12-.19 .13-.18 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .61 .03 .83 .00 .78-.89 .83-.84 
      Number Facility (Gs) 349,707 20 .39 .03 .53 .04 .50-.56 .48-.58 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,637 3 .31 .08 .44 .11 .31-.56 .30-.57 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 3,792 3 .64 .05 .87 .04 .80-.94 .81-.93 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 347,046 12 .41 .05 .61 .06 .57-.66 .54-.69 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 341,855 14 .38 .05 .56 .05 .50-.63 .49-.63 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .38 .02 .58 .00 .55-.62 .58-.58 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 1,786 19 .61 .11 .56 .00 .52-.60 .56-.56 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 349,435 13 .51 .03 .73 .04 .70-.76 .68-.77 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,079 8 .72 .04 .99 .03 .94-1.00 .95-1.00 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 349,271 22 .50 .04 .77 .04 .74-.80 .72-.82 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,939 6 .60 .09 .82 .12 .72-.92 .67-.98 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 108 2 .55 .06 .47 .00 .40-.55 .47-.47 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 347,101 16 .41 .05 .59 .07 .54-.63 .50-.67 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .76 .00 .75-.76 .76-.76 
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      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 350,317 21 .44 .03 .68 .02 .65-.70 .64-.71 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .57 .00 .88 .00 .87-.88 .88-.88 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,428 6 .55 .07 .80 .08 .72-.87 .70-.90 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .35 .02 .68 .03 .64-.72 .64-.72 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .38 .01 .69 .00 .68-.70 .69-.69 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .59 .00 .56-.61 .59-.59 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .43 .01 .67 .00 .66-.68 .67-.67 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .56 .04 1.00 .04 .92-1.00 .96-1.00 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .00 .60 .00 .59-.60 .60-.60 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .01 .65 .00 .62-.68 .65-.65 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .19 .04 .47 .09 .37-.57 .35-.59 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .23 .05 .40 .08 .31-.48 .29-.50 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .07 .04 .15 .08 .07-.23 .05-.26 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 6,035 10 .52 .06 .79 .00 .72-.86 .79-.79 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,471 10 .26 .03 .46 .05 .41-.51 .40-.52 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .41 .03 .71 .04 .66-.76 .66-.77 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 341,855 14 .14 .04 .26 .08 .18-.34 .16-.36 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .29 .03 .43 .05 .38-.49 .37-.50 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 340,809 11 .12 .05 .23 .08 .15-.32 .13-.34 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 342,938 7 .40 .04 .58 .05 .54-.62 .52-.64 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .55 .00 .54-.56 .55-.55 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .37 .01 .35-.39 .36-.38 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 1,367 15 .51 .10 .43 .00 .39-.47 .43-.43 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 







Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Comprehension Knowledge 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)†         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 285 3 .68 .05 .88 .00 .85-.91 .88-.88 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 7,322 8 .58 .08 .73 .07 .66-.80 .65-.82 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,082 3 .52 .04 .56 .03 .51-.60 .52-.60 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 7,641 6 .54 .04 .59 .04 .55-.62 .54-.64 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 290 1 .13 -- .14 -- .04-.24 -- 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,606 4 .58 .09 .64 .09 .53-.76 .53-.76 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 7,794 7 .53 .08 .57 .08 .51-.64 .48-.67 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 290 1 .24 -- .47 -- .38-.56 -- 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 290 1 .26 -- .47 -- .39-.55 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 290 1 .31 -- .53 -- .45-.62 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 290 1 .18 -- .61 -- .54-.69 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .39 .02 .41 .00 .39-.44 .41-.41 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 290 1 .28 -- .60 -- .52-.68 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,857 6 .43 .06 .49 .07 .43-.54 .40-.57 
      Visualization (Gv) 398 3 .24 .18 .46 .00 .30-.62 .46-.46 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 290 1 .25 -- .62 -- .55-.69 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 290 1 .18 -- .22 -- .11-.32 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 6,490 6 .56 .04 .59 .04 .56-.63 .54-.65 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 7,641 6 .41 .08 .43 .08 .37-.50 .33-.54 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,480 6 .33 .05 .41 .04 .35-.47 .36-.47 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 108 2 .35 .03 .72 .00 .70-.74 .72-.72 
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      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 60 1 .14 -- .54 -- .37-.71 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 4,372 4 .42 .03 .48 .02 .44-.51 .46-.50 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 7,295 6 .86 .09 .91 .10 .83-.99 .78-1.00 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .63 .02 .73 .00 .71-.76 .73-.73 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 108 2 .48 .21 .75 .11 .55-.94 .61-.89 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 108 2 .73 .03 .94 .00 .90-.97 .94-.94 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 6,660 6 .73 .08 .80 .09 .73-.88 .69-.92 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,082 3 .50 .04 .60 .03 .55-.65 .56-.64 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 108 2 .72 .07 .80 .00 .72-.88 .80-.80 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 108 2 .55 .06 .47 .00 .40-.55 .47-.47 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 4,082 3 .94 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 108 2 .50 .09 .71 .00 .61-.81 .71-.71 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 108 2 .34 .03 .71 .00 .69-.73 .71-.71 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 177 1 .52 -- .78 -- .71-.85 -- 
General Verbal Information (Gc)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 7,040 39 .64 .10 .76 .00 .71-.80 .76-.76 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 1,228 6 .39 .15 .59 .00 .47-.70 .59-.59 
      Induction (Gf) 372,610 68 .50 .04 .68 .00 .66-.69 .68-.68 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 29,866 48 .42 .10 .56 .00 .51-.60 .56-.56 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 28,860 32 .44 .10 .56 .00 .51-.62 .56-.56 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 10,612 1 .53 -- .62 -- .59-.65 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 353,239 45 .38 .03 .47 .03 .46-.48 .43-.51 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 10,426 25 .46 .09 .54 .04 .50-.59 .49-.60 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .24 .04 .34 .06 .28-.40 .27-.42 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
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      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 7,674 8 .39 .10 .46 .09 .36-.55 .34-.57 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,584 4 .46 .04 .58 .00 .51-.65 .58-.58 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .23 -- .40 -- .30-.49 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 740 3 .37 .18 .56 .00 .33-.78 .56-.56 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 207 1 .20 -- .41 -- .28-.54 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .57 .00 .75 .00 .75-.76 .75-.75 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .28 .07 .33 .07 .26-.39 .23-.42 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,623 7 .43 .14 .65 .00 .54-.75 .65-.65 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 200 1 .45 -- .64 -- .53-.75 -- 
      Visualization (Gv) 372,792 65 .37 .03 .49 .00 .48-.50 .49-.49 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 22,374 37 .40 .09 .55 .00 .51-.59 .55-.55 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 2,996 4 .16 .14 .21 .16 .03-.40 .00-.42 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 485 2 .27 .01 .48 .00 .47-.50 .48-.48 
      Imagery (Gv) 341 2 .48 .08 .71 .00 .61-.81 .71-.71 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,442 8 .26 .06 .35 .00 .29-.41 .35-.35 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,177 7 .46 .09 .56 .07 .46-.65 .46-.65 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 200 1 .26 -- .50 -- .37-.62 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 369,009 56 .20 .04 .24 .00 .23-.26 .24-.24 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 348,613 40 .19 .07 .24 .00 .21-.28 .24-.24 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 686 7 .13 .08 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .55 .06 .64 .07 .56-.73 .55-.73 
      Number Facility (Gs) 350,703 26 .37 .02 .43 .00 .42-.44 .43-.43 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,734 4 .34 .10 .42 .00 .27-.56 .42-.42 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 21,348 16 .68 .14 .83 .00 .73-.92 .83-.83 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 346,693 12 .57 .02 .73 .00 .72-.74 .73-.73 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 344,695 20 .63 .02 .79 .00 .78-.80 .79-.79 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 339,232 7 .56 .03 .73 .01 .69-.76 .71-.74 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 652 6 .61 .10 .78 .00 .71-.85 .78-.78 
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Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 349,146 13 .70 .02 .85 .00 .84-.86 .85-.85 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,567 6 .54 .11 .64 .13 .53-.74 .47-.80 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 427 2 .31 .05 .53 .00 .47-.59 .53-.53 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 346,279 16 .48 .03 .63 .03 .60-.65 .58-.67 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,630 6 .49 .18 .57 .21 .40-.74 .30-.84 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 347,101 16 .41 .05 .59 .07 .54-.63 .50-.67 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Language Development (Gc) 345,450 38 .51 .03 .63 .03 .61-.64 .59-.67 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 374,650 70 .73 .03 .95 .00 .94-.96 .95-.95 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .51 .03 .66 .03 .63-.69 .62-.70 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,421 6 .65 .07 .80 .08 .73-.87 .69-.91 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .62 .00 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .72 -- .89 -- .83-.96 -- 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,176 5 .54 .01 .82 .00 .81-.84 .82-.82 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .72 .00 .70-.74 .72-.72 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,343 6 .69 .01 .91 .00 .90-.91 .91-.91 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .70 .04 1.00 .04 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 489 2 .29 .27 .50 .00 .30-.70 .50-.50 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .58 .00 .91 .00 .91-.92 .91-.91 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .03 .69 .05 .64-.74 .63-.75 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .93 .00 .88-.98 .93-.93 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .54 .02 .79 .03 .76-.82 .76-.82 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 11,135 22 .43 .06 .65 .00 .61-.68 .65-.65 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,575 18 .59 .01 .89 .00 .88-.90 .89-.89 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  339,025 5 .61 .03 .90 .04 .86-.95 .85-.96 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 344,753 20 .48 .02 .76 .00 .75-.78 .76-.76 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 84 1 .42 -- .53 -- .32-.73 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,176 5 .65 .01 .84 .00 .83-.86 .84-.84 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 345,409 23 .51 .03 .83 .00 .82-.83 .83-.83 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 343,662 11 .72 .02 .89 .02 .88-.90 .87-.91 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .58 .01 .94 .00 .92-.96 .94-.94 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .52 .02 .60 .02 .58-.62 .57-.62 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
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      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 2,233 1 .07 -- .08 -- .03-.12 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 69 1 .57 -- .72 -- .59-.84 -- 
Language Development (Gc)         
General Cognitive Ability    
      
      g† 6,463 34 .61 .10 .72 .08 .68-.77 .62-.83 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 527 3 .25 .06 .49 .00 .43-.55 .49-.49 
      Induction (Gf) 346,623 44 .42 .03 .57 .03 .55-.58 .53-.60 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 6,350 33 .46 .09 .60 .05 .55-.64 .54-.65 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 636 2 .40 .01 .60 .00 .59-.61 .60-.60 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 344,835 35 .40 .01 .49 .01 .49-.50 .48-.50 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 3,282 18 .47 .09 .56 .08 .50-.62 .45-.67 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .30 .03 .27-.33 .26-.34 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .25 -- .42 -- .34-.51 -- 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .45 -- .60 -- .53-.66 -- 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .22 -- .39 -- .31-.48 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 981 4 .30 .16 .48 .00 .33-.63 .48-.48 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .47 .00 .61 .00 .60-.62 .61-.61 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,037 5 .30 .17 .53 .10 .40-.67 .41-.65 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 346,107 42 .29 .03 .37 .03 .36-.38 .33-.41 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 6,146 32 .41 .08 .55 .04 .51-.59 .50-.60 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 877 3 .33 .14 .38 .14 .20-.56 .20-.56 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 485 2 .24 .05 .49 .00 .43-.55 .49-.49 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 433 1 .19 -- .48 -- .40-.55 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 310 1 .07 -- .08 -- .02-.14 -- 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 310 1 .06 -- .08 -- -.07-.23 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 345,571 38 .31 .02 .38 .01 .37-.38 .36-.39 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 342,917 25 .25 .03 .31 .03 .30-.33 .27-.35 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 69 1 .32 -- .56 -- .39-.73 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 339,904 8 .33 .02 .38 .02 .36-.40 .36-.40 
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Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 84 1 .43 -- .69 -- .56-.82 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 339,063 6 .43 .03 .54 .02 .51-.58 .52-.57 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .44 .03 .55 .03 .51-.59 .51-.59 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .54 .00 .52-.55 .54-.54 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 591 4 .49 .11 .69 .06 .61-.77 .62-.76 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .59 .01 .71 .01 .69-.72 .69-.72 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .61 .00 .60-.62 .61-.61 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .76 .00 .75-.76 .76-.76 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 345,450 38 .51 .03 .63 .03 .61-.64 .59-.67 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 345,966 40 .55 .03 .71 .03 .70-.72 .68-.75 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .51 .00 .65 .00 .65-.65 .65-.65 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .45 .01 .74 .02 .72-.76 .71-.76 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .46 .00 .70 .00 .70-.70 .70-.70 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .65 .00 .62-.67 .65-.65 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .67 .00 .67-.68 .67-.67 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .62 .00 .61-.63 .62-.62 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .57 .02 .55-.59 .55-.59 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .29 .03 .59 .05 .53-.65 .52-.66 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .04 .46 .06 .40-.51 .39-.53 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .16 .02 .31 .04 .27-.36 .26-.37 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .53 .02 .50-.55 .50-.56 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .46 .03 .68 .04 .64-.71 .63-.72 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,371 6 .28 .03 .45 .04 .40-.49 .40-.50 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 84 1 .31 -- .38 -- .18-.57 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .50 .02 .47-.52 .47-.52 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .25 .03 .40 .04 .36-.45 .35-.45 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,940 5 .46 .03 .56 .04 .53-.60 .52-.61 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .00 .64 .00 .63-.65 .64-.64 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .39 .00 .39-.40 .39-.40 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
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      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 69 1 .48 -- .68 -- .55-.80 -- 
Lexical Knowledge (Gc)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 10,033 41 .62 .11 .78 .04 .74-.81 .72-.83 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 3,706 12 .45 .11 .71 .00 .66-.75 .71-.71 
      Induction (Gf) 425,798 145 .52 .07 .73 .02 .72-.75 .71-.76 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 31,997 59 .39 .11 .58 .09 .54-.62 .46-.70 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,816,075 138 .53 .10 .75 .06 .73-.76 .67-.82 
Memory   
      
      Memory† 10,729 2 .57 .00 .70 .00 .67-.73 .70-.70 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 4,082 3 .56 .03 .70 .00 .66-.73 .70-.70 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 359,652 61 .41 .02 .53 .00 .52-.53 .52-.53 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 21,510 28 .45 .09 .56 .10 .52-.61 .44-.69 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .25 .04 .38 .05 .33-.43 .31-.44 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 4,082 3 .53 .03 .65 .01 .61-.69 .64-.66 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 11,478 21 .32 .09 .45 .07 .40-.51 .36-.55 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,913 5 .39 .20 .53 .15 .34-.71 .34-.72 
      Free Recall Memory (Glr--LE) 2,642 10 .31 .05 .40 .00 .35-.44 .40-.40 
      Long Term Visual Memory (Glr--LE) 433 1 .25 -- .46 -- .39-.53 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 4,538 11 .35 .12 .54 .00 .47-.61 .54-.54 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 554 3 .47 .03 .73 .00 .62-.85 .73-.73 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .55 -- .77 -- .46-1.00 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 339,267 6 .57 .01 .80 .00 .79-.81 .80-.80 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 7,713 15 .36 .07 .48 .00 .42-.53 .48-.48 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 5,931 25 .44 .09 .65 .00 .61-.68 .65-.65 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .19 -- .26 -- .09-.43 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 6,518 9 .40 .07 .55 .00 .49-.61 .55-.55 
      Visualization (Gv) 450,723 158 .36 .07 .50 .00 .49-.51 .50-.50 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 473,300 50 .34 .04 .65 .01 .64-.66 .63-.67 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 40,444 31 .26 .08 .29 .06 .26-.32 .21-.37 
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      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 1,920 13 .20 .10 .54 .00 .46-.62 .54-.54 
      Imagery (Gv) 476 3 .37 .14 .71 .07 .61-.82 .62-.81 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 7,996 11 .25 .06 .37 .06 .32-.43 .30-.45 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 4,082 3 .59 .03 .72 .00 .68-.75 .72-.72 
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 7,343 7 .44 .08 .56 .09 .49-.64 .44-.68 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 788 3 .24 .02 .46 .00 .43-.50 .46-.46 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 1,319 2 .23 .00 .51 .00 -.04-1.00 .51-.51 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 202 1 .09 -- .51 -- .42-.61 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 8,023 13 .33 .08 .38 .02 .33-.43 .35-.41 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,664,310 115 .25 .09 .54 .06 .52-.56 .47-.61 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 401,238 84 .19 .09 .29 .10 .25-.32 .16-.42 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 20,433 19 .24 .10 .50 .09 .40-.60 .38-.62 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .46 .10 .57 .11 .43-.71 .42-.72 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,661,095 106 .28 .10 .57 .06 .56-.59 .50-.65 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 117 1 .02 -- .47 -- .35-.58 -- 
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,637 3 .32 .13 .40 .15 .23-.58 .21-.60 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 25,610 19 .67 .12 .88 .10 .80-.95 .74-1.00 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 347,350 14 .57 .02 .76 .00 .75-.77 .76-.76 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 2,110,269 76 .47 .09 .71 .02 .70-.73 .69-.74 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .56 .03 .77 .01 .73-.81 .76-.78 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 750,874 20 .97 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 2,104,592 76 .67 .08 .90 .04 .88-.91 .84-.95 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 8,295 9 .54 .04 .68 .04 .64-.72 .63-.73 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 4,853 8 .47 .06 .70 .02 .64-.75 .66-.73 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 348,909 19 .51 .02 .69 .00 .68-.71 .69-.69 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 8,081 7 .47 .11 .58 .14 .48-.69 .41-.76 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 350,317 21 .44 .03 .68 .02 .65-.70 .64-.71 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 4,082 3 .94 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
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      Verbal Information (Gc) 374,650 70 .73 .03 .95 .00 .94-.96 .95-.95 
      Language Development (Gc) 345,966 40 .55 .03 .71 .03 .70-.72 .68-.75 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .54 .01 .74 .00 .72-.75 .74-.74 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 7,608 7 .66 .04 .85 .03 .81-.90 .82-.89 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .61 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .83 -- 1.00 -- 1.00-1.00 -- 
            Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .55 .00 .89 .00 .89-.89 .89-.89 
Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .42 .02 .79 .00 .75-.83 .79-.79 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,023 5 .69 .01 .96 .00 .94-.97 .96-.96 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .70 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .62 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .38 .02 .70 .03 .66-.74 .66-.74 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .88 .00 .83-.93 .88-.88 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .02 .78 .02 .75-.81 .76-.81 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 339,117 6 .31 .01 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,763,378 68 .70 .05 .87 .02 .86-.88 .84-.90 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,255 17 .58 .01 .93 .00 .92-.94 .93-.93 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .61 .02 .95 .00 .92-.98 .95-.95 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 2,088,222 75 .50 .07 .71 .04 .69-.72 .66-.75 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 84 1 .45 -- .46 -- .32-.60 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .63 .01 .86 .00 .85-.88 .86-.86 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 2,099,884 75 .46 .06 .69 .02 .68-.71 .67-.72 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 343,342 10 .71 .01 .92 .00 .91-.93 .92-.92 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .57 .02 .97 .00 .94-1.00 .97-.97 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .02 .62 .02 .59-.65 .60-.64 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 37,473 11 .29 .09 .28 .07 .23-.32 .19-.37 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 1,743 7 .32 .11 .68 .05 .63-.72 .62-.74 
      c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 1,500 15 .57 .09 .69 .06 .64-.75 .62-.77 
Communication Ability (Gc)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .46 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
Short Term Memory    
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .41 .00 .53 .00 .53-.54 .53-.53 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .29 .03 .43 .04 .39-.47 .38-.48 
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Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .43 .01 .60 .00 .59-.60 .60-.60 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .26 .02 .36 .02 .34-.38 .34-.38 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .21 .03 .27 .04 .23-.31 .22-.32 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .21 .08 .27 .11 .17-.38 .14-.41 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .42 .00 .51 .00 .50-.51 .51-.51 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .48 .02 .64 .00 .61-.66 .64-.64 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .59 .00 .56-.61 .59-.59 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .64 .00 .62-.66 .64-.64 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .63 .01 .80 .01 .79-.81 .78-.81 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .61 .00 .83 .00 .83-.84 .83-.83 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .57 .00 .88 .00 .87-.88 .88-.88 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .51 .03 .66 .03 .63-.69 .62-.70 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .51 .00 .65 .00 .65-.65 .65-.65 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .54 .01 .74 .00 .72-.75 .74-.74 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .41 .01 .70 .01 .69-.72 .69-.72 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .43 .00 .68 .00 .68-.69 .68-.68 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .30 .02 .57 .02 .53-.61 .55-.59 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .50 .01 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .67 .00 .65-.68 .67-.67 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .35 .01 .65 .02 .62-.67 .62-.67 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .26 .03 .56 .07 .49-.63 .48-.65 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .03 .48 .05 .43-.53 .42-.54 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .14 .02 .29 .04 .25-.32 .24-.33 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .58 .02 .56-.60 .56-.60 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .47 .03 .73 .04 .69-.77 .68-.78 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .26 .03 .44 .04 .39-.48 .39-.48 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .53 .01 .51-.54 .51-.54 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .39 .03 .35-.43 .35-.43 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .49 .02 .63 .02 .61-.65 .60-.65 
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      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .35 .01 .60 .00 .59-.62 .60-.60 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .40 .01 .39-.41 .38-.42 
Listening Ability (Gc)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 7,428 6 .49 .06 .65 .07 .59-.72 .56-.75 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 6,806 6 .44 .09 .54 .10 .45-.62 .40-.67 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 7,428 6 .43 .05 .50 .05 .45-.54 .43-.56 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 7,428 6 .39 .04 .48 .04 .44-.52 .43-.53 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 6,835 6 .45 .05 .53 .05 .48-.58 .46-.60 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 6,908 6 .40 .08 .46 .08 .39-.53 .35-.56 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 1,151 3 .44 .04 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 6,576 6 .34 .06 .39 .06 .34-.45 .31-.47 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 7,355 6 .39 .06 .50 .06 .44-.56 .42-.58 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 6,780 6 .34 .05 .44 .06 .38-.49 .36-.51 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 6,811 6 .47 .07 .56 .08 .49-.63 .46-.66 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 6,378 6 .29 .07 .35 .08 .28-.41 .25-.44 
      Reading Speed (Gs) 2,414 3 .52 .06 .60 .06 .53-.68 .53-.67 
      Number Facility (Gs) 7,428 6 .36 .06 .41 .07 .36-.47 .33-.50 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) 3,346 3 .33 .10 .38 .11 .25-.52 .24-.53 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 3,346 3 .69 .03 .79 .02 .74-.83 .76-.81 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 7,428 6 .59 .03 .74 .00 .71-.77 .74-.74 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 7,428 6 .65 .03 .77 .03 .74-.80 .74-.81 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 7,409 6 .55 .05 .64 .05 .59-.68 .57-.70 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,808 6 .57 .05 .74 .06 .68-.79 .66-.82 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 7,428 6 .48 .11 .56 .12 .46-.66 .40-.71 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 7,428 6 .55 .07 .80 .08 .72-.87 .70-.90 
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Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 7,421 6 .65 .07 .80 .08 .73-.87 .69-.91 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 7,608 7 .66 .04 .85 .03 .81-.90 .82-.89 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .65 .04 .98 .03 .92-1.00 .95-1.00 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,082 3 .65 .04 .96 .05 .90-1.00 .90-1.00 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .66 .02 .80 .01 .77-.84 .79-.82 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 



























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Domain Specific Knowledge 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .73 .00 .72-.74 .73-.73 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .32 .01 .53 .01 .51-.55 .51-.55 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .18 .03 .35 .05 .30-.40 .29-.41 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .46 .01 .81 .00 .80-.83 .81-.82 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .51 .01 .49-.52 .49-.52 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .16 .01 .27 .02 .24-.29 .24-.29 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .05 .24 .08 .16-.32 .14-.35 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .44 .01 .43-.45 .43-.45 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .48 .02 .82 .00 .78-.85 .82-.82 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .52 .02 .87 .00 .84-.90 .87-.87 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .46 .03 .80 .05 .74-.86 .74-.86 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .57 .00 .92 .00 .91-.93 .92-.92 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .68 .02 .66-.70 .66-.70 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .68 .03 .64-.72 .64-.72 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .62 .00 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .45 .01 .74 .02 .72-.76 .71-.76 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .61 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .70 .01 .69-.72 .69-.72 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .45 .00 .93 .00 .92-.93 .93-.93 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .35 .01 .84 .00 .82-.87 .84-.84 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .57 .01 1.00 .00 .99-1.00 1.00-1.00 
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      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .98 .00 .96-1.00 .98-.98 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .02 .73 .04 .68-.77 .67-.78 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .38 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .80 .02 .77-.82 .77-.83 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .70 .02 .68-.72 .68-.72 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .46 .02 .93 .03 .90-.96 .90-.97 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .50 .02 .98 .03 .95-1.00 .95-1.00 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .36 .00 .78 .00 .77-.79 .78-.78 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .52 .03 .91 .04 .86-.95 .86-.95 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .87 .00 .86-.88 .87-.87 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .59 .00 .97 .00 .97-.98 .97-.97 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .49 .02 1.00 .02 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .66 .03 .63-.70 .62-.70 
Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 153 1 .42 -- .74 -- .64-.83 -- 
      Induction (Gf) 153 1 .40 -- .70 -- .60-.81 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 153 1 .34 -- .67 -- .58-.77 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 153 1 .27 -- .28 -- .14-.41 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 153 1 .48 -- .78 -- .69-.88 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 153 1 .57 -- .95 -- .88-1.00 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 153 1 .72 -- .89 -- .83-.96 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 153 1 .83 -- 1.00 -- 1.00-1.00 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 153 1 .84 -- .80 -- .76-.84 -- 
Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .37 .00 .62 .00 .61-.62 .62-.62 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .35 .00 .53 .00 .52-.53 .53-.53 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .19 .02 .34 .04 .30-.38 .29-.39 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
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      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .42 .00 .68 .00 .67-.68 .68-.68 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .23 .01 .37 .01 .36-.38 .36-.38 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .18 .01 .27 .01 .26-.29 .25-.29 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .05 .22 .08 .15-.30 .12-.32 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .27 .00 .39 .00 .39-.39 .39-.39 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .39 .02 .62 .00 .60-.65 .62-.62 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .66 .00 .62-.69 .66-.66 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .38 .01 .62 .00 .60-.63 .62-.62 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .55 .00 .82 .00 .82-.82 .82-.82 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .40 .00 .64 .00 .63-.65 .64-.64 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .38 .01 .69 .00 .68-.70 .69-.69 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 339,176 5 .54 .01 .82 .00 .81-.84 .82-.82 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .46 .00 .70 .00 .70-.70 .70-.70 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .55 .00 .89 .00 .89-.89 .89-.89 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .43 .00 .68 .00 .68-.69 .68-.68 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .45 .00 .93 .00 .92-.93 .93-.93 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .40 .03 .88 .04 .81-.95 .83-.93 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,404 6 .55 .02 .89 .00 .86-.92 .89-.89 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 548 2 .18 .01 .76 .00 .75-.76 .76-.76 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .44 .01 .85 .00 .82-.87 .85-.85 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .73 .00 .72-.75 .73-.73 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .29 .02 .74 .02 .70-.79 .71-.77 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .02 .56 .04 .52-.60 .51-.61 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .15 .02 .36 .04 .32-.41 .30-.42 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .37 .01 .69 .00 .68-.70 .69-.69 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .47 .01 .85 .00 .84-.87 .85-.85 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .25 .02 .50 .03 .46-.54 .46-.54 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .39 .00 .62 .00 .62-.63 .62-.62 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .27 .02 .53 .01 .49-.57 .52-.54 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 339,404 6 .49 .01 .75 .00 .74-.76 .75-.75 
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      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .87 .00 .83-.90 .87-.87 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .53 .02 .51-.55 .51-.55 
Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .50 .00 .48-.53 .50-.50 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .43 .00 .42-.45 .43-.43 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .11 .01 .23 .00 .22-.24 .23-.23 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .60 .00 .57-.62 .60-.60 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .26 .00 .25-.27 .26-.26 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .13 .01 .22 .00 .21-.24 .22-.22 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .17 .04 .13-.21 .11-.22 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .18 .02 .30 .03 .27-.33 .27-.34 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .29 .01 .53 .00 .52-.55 .53-.53 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .32 .01 .58 .00 .56-.61 .58-.58 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .28 .02 .53 .00 .50-.56 .53-.53 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .69 .00 .66-.72 .69-.69 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .53 .00 .50-.55 .53-.53 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .59 .00 .56-.61 .59-.59 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .72 .00 .70-.74 .72-.72 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .65 .00 .62-.67 .65-.65 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .42 .02 .79 .00 .75-.83 .79-.79 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .30 .02 .57 .02 .53-.61 .55-.59 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .35 .01 .84 .00 .82-.87 .84-.84 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .40 .03 .88 .04 .81-.95 .83-.93 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .42 .02 .80 .00 .76-.85 .80-.80 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .36 .03 .80 .04 .73-.87 .75-.85 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .23 .00 .68 .00 .66-.69 .68-.68 
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      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .20 .01 .42 .01 .39-.45 .41-.44 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .26 .04 .21-.30 .20-.31 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .55 .00 .53-.57 .55-.55 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .35 .02 .75 .00 .71-.78 .75-.75 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .17 .01 .38 .00 .35-.41 .38-.38 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .49 .00 .47-.52 .49-.49 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .18 .01 .41 .00 .39-.44 .41-.41 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .35 .01 .61 .00 .60-.63 .61-.61 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .02 .80 .00 .75-.85 .80-.80 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .28 .02 .47 .02 .44-.50 .45-.49 
Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .45 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .53 .00 .52-.54 .53-.53 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .22 .02 .33 .03 .31-.36 .30-.37 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .73 .00 .72-.75 .73-.73 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 167 1 .33 -- .67 -- .56-.77 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .41 .00 .40-.43 .41-.41 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .18 .01 .23 .02 .21-.25 .21-.25 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .15 .06 .20 .07 .13-.27 .10-.30 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .39 .02 .36-.42 .36-.42 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 167 1 .48 -- .89 -- .81-.96 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .55 .03 .75 .00 .71-.78 .75-.75 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .61 .02 .81 .00 .78-.84 .81-.81 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .52 .04 .73 .04 .67-.79 .67-.79 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .71 .02 .92 .00 .89-.94 .92-.92 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .48 .01 .66 .00 .65-.68 .66-.66 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .43 .01 .67 .00 .66-.68 .67-.67 
Comprehension Knowledge   
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      General Verbal Information (Gc) 339,343 6 .69 .01 .91 .00 .90-.91 .91-.91 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .67 .00 .67-.68 .67-.67 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 339,023 5 .69 .01 .96 .00 .94-.97 .96-.96 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .50 .01 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .57 .01 1.00 .00 .99-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,404 6 .55 .02 .89 .00 .86-.92 .89-.89 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .42 .02 .80 .00 .76-.85 .80-.80 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 548 2 .25 .03 .79 .00 .77-.80 .79-.79 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .52 .02 .86 .00 .84-.89 .86-.86 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .87 .00 .84-.90 .87-.87 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .71 .01 .69-.74 .70-.72 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .51 .02 .48-.54 .48-.54 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,571 7 .55 .02 .88 .00 .86-.91 .88-.88 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .53 .01 .84 .00 .83-.85 .84-.84 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .36 .02 .62 .00 .59-.65 .62-.62 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .59 .03 .82 .02 .78-.85 .79-.84 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 339,571 7 .41 .01 .70 .00 .68-.72 .70-.70 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 339,571 7 .71 .01 .94 .00 .92-.96 .94-.94 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .58 .03 1.00 .00 .96-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .49 .03 .60 .03 .57-.63 .57-.63 
Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .68 .04 .60-.75 .62-.73 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 4,082 3 .43 .04 .66 .02 .60-.72 .63-.68 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,082 3 .50 .04 .73 .05 .66-.81 .67-.80 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 4,082 3 .42 .02 .65 .00 .61-.69 .65-.65 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 4,082 3 .47 .03 .69 .02 .64-.74 .66-.72 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 4,082 3 .32 .04 .46 .05 .39-.53 .40-.52 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .30 .02 .43 .00 .40-.47 .43-.43 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .64 .04 .57-.71 .59-.69 
 338 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 4,082 3 .19 .04 .31 .04 .24-.37 .26-.36 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 4,082 3 .47 .06 .71 .08 .61-.82 .61-.82 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 4,082 3 .29 .05 .43 .06 .35-.52 .36-.51 
      Number Facility (Gs) 4,082 3 .39 .04 .57 .04 .51-.63 .52-.61 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 4,082 3 .62 .03 .98 .00 .93-1.00 .98-.98 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 4,082 3 .53 .07 .80 .10 .68-.93 .68-.93 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 4,082 3 .51 .06 .74 .07 .65-.84 .65-.83 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 4,082 3 .59 .03 .95 .02 .89-1.00 .93-.97 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 4,082 3 .38 .06 .55 .07 .46-.64 .46-.64 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 4,082 3 .56 .04 1.00 .04 .92-1.00 .96-1.00 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 4,082 3 .70 .04 1.00 .04 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 4,082 3 .70 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 4,082 3 .65 .04 .98 .03 .92-1.00 .95-1.00 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,082 3 .69 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .72 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn)         
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 489 2 .29 .27 .50 .00 .30-.70 .50-.50 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 548 2 .18 .01 .76 .00 .75-.76 .76-.76 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 548 2 .25 .03 .79 .00 .77-.80 .79-.79 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 320 1 .27 -- .86 -- .84-.89 -- 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 548 2 .34 .07 .65 .00 .61-.70 .65-.65 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  169 1 .67 -- .81 -- .77-.85 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 548 2 .28 .01 .56 .00 .55-.57 .56-.56 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 717 3 .29 .14 .57 .02 .49-.64 .54-.60 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 548 2 .19 .09 .23 .00 .16-.30 .23-.23 
Business Knowledge (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .37 .02 .63 .00 .60-.66 .63-.63 
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Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .30 .00 .46 .00 .46-.47 .46-.46 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .19 .02 .34 .03 .31-.38 .30-.39 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .44 .01 .74 .00 .71-.76 .74-.74 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .42 .00 .41-.44 .42-.42 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .22 .01 .20-.24 .21-.24 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .04 .23 .07 .16-.29 .14-.31 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .29 .02 .43 .03 .39-.46 .39-.47 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .43 .01 .69 .00 .67-.70 .69-.69 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .72 .00 .69-.75 .72-.72 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .72 .00 .68-.76 .72-.72 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .56 .01 .86 .00 .84-.88 .86-.86 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .38 .00 .62 .00 .62-.63 .62-.62 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .32 .00 .60 .00 .59-.60 .60-.60 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 339,176 5 .58 .00 .91 .00 .91-.92 .91-.91 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .62 .00 .61-.63 .62-.62 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .62 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .67 .00 .65-.68 .67-.67 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .47 .01 .98 .00 .96-1.00 .98-.98 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,176 5 .44 .01 .85 .00 .82-.87 .85-.85 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .36 .03 .80 .04 .73-.87 .75-.85 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,176 5 .52 .02 .86 .00 .84-.89 .86-.86 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 320 1 .27 -- .86 -- .84-.89 -- 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .00 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .86 .00 .82-.90 .86-.86 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .69 .00 .66-.71 .69-.69 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .56 .02 .53-.59 .54-.59 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,176 5 .39 .00 .76 .00 .75-.76 .76-.76 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .48 .00 .89 .00 .89-.90 .89-.89 
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      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .67 .00 .65-.68 .67-.67 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,176 5 .44 .01 .72 .00 .71-.73 .72-.72 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 339,176 5 .35 .01 .71 .00 .69-.72 .71-.71 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .54 .01 .85 .00 .84-.86 .85-.85 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .90 .00 .86-.93 .90-.90 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .02 .60 .02 .57-.63 .58-.62 
Conventional Knowledge (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .52 .01 .49-.55 .50-.53 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .48 .01 .46-.49 .46-.49 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .18 .02 .37 .04 .33-.41 .32-.42 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .55 .02 .52-.57 .52-.57 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .16 .01 .30 .02 .28-.33 .27-.33 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .25 .02 .22-.27 .22-.27 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .13 .05 .23 .08 .15-.31 .13-.33 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .39 .00 .38-.40 .39-.40 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .28 .04 .50 .07 .42-.58 .41-.59 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .28 .04 .49 .07 .42-.57 .40-.59 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .28 .02 .51 .04 .47-.56 .46-.56 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .41 .02 .71 .03 .67-.74 .66-.75 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .61 .02 .59-.63 .59-.63 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .32 .01 .65 .00 .62-.68 .65-.65 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .40 .03 .69 .05 .64-.74 .63-.75 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .57 .02 .55-.59 .55-.59 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .38 .02 .70 .03 .66-.74 .66-.74 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .35 .01 .65 .02 .62-.67 .62-.67 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .31 .02 .73 .04 .68-.77 .67-.78 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .73 .00 .72-.75 .73-.73 
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      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .00 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .18 .03 .53 .09 .44-.61 .42-.64 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .21 .03 .45 .07 .38-.51 .36-.53 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .27 .06 .21-.32 .19-.34 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .26 .02 .55 .03 .52-.59 .51-.60 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .37 .02 .78 .03 .75-.82 .74-.82 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .16 .03 .37 .07 .30-.43 .28-.45 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .25 .03 .46 .06 .40-.52 .38-.54 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .15 .03 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .03 .59 .05 .54-.64 .53-.65 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .57 .00 .55-.60 .57-.57 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .40 .01 .39-.42 .38-.42 
Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 17 1 .63 -- .82 -- .69-.95 -- 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 30 1 -.02 -- .50 -- .33-.67 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 104 1 .64 -- .94 -- .90-.99 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 1,560 4 .35 .25 .62 .00 .50-.73 .62-.62 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 1,560 4 .60 .14 .82 .00 .76-.88 .82-.82 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 304 2 .16 .28 .72 .10 .57-.87 .60-.85 
Investigative Knowledge (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .68 .00 .66-.71 .68-.68 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .43 .04 .38-.48 .37-.48 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .11 .03 .26 .06 .20-.33 .18-.34 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .32 .01 .71 .00 .69-.73 .71-.71 
Visual Processing    
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      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .25 .00 .55 .00 .54-.56 .55-.55 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .12 .01 .25 .03 .22-.28 .22-.28 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .12 .04 .26 .08 .18-.34 .16-.36 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .21 .01 .41 .01 .39-.43 .40-.43 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .38 .01 .81 .00 .78-.84 .81-.81 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .85 .00 .83-.86 .85-.85 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .77 .00 .73-.81 .77-.77 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .37 .03 .75 .04 .70-.81 .71-.80 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .25 .03 .54 .06 .47-.60 .46-.61 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .19 .04 .47 .09 .37-.57 .35-.59 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .93 .00 .88-.98 .93-.93 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .29 .03 .59 .05 .53-.65 .52-.66 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .88 .00 .83-.93 .88-.88 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .26 .03 .56 .07 .49-.63 .48-.65 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .38 .01 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .29 .02 .74 .02 .70-.79 .71-.77 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .23 .00 .68 .00 .66-.69 .68-.68 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .87 .00 .84-.90 .87-.87 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .86 .00 .82-.90 .86-.86 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .18 .03 .53 .09 .44-.61 .42-.64 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .02 .77 .02 .72-.81 .74-.80 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .75 .00 .73-.77 .75-.75 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .80 .00 .79-.82 .80-.80 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .32 .03 .80 .08 .71-.88 .70-.89 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .78 .00 .75-.80 .78-.78 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .85 .00 .83-.86 .85-.85 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .32 .00 .86 .00 .86-.87 .86-.86 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .02 .85 .02 .81-.90 .83-.88 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .92 .00 .91-.94 .92-.92 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .00 .58 .00 .57-.58 .58-.58 
Occupational Knowledge (Gkn)         
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Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 288 1 .80 -- .98 -- .95-1.00 -- 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 288 1 .81 -- 1.00 -- 1.00-1.00 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 48 1 .49 -- .86 -- .73-1.00 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 48 1 .29 -- .58 -- .39-.77 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 48 1 .41 -- .73 -- .58-.89 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) 304 2 .16 .28 .72 .10 .57-.87 .60-.85 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 48 1 .29 -- .35 -- .12-.57 -- 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 48 1 .42 -- .44 -- .26-.63 -- 
Occupational Know.--Military (Gkn)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 4,705 10 .43 .07 .71 .00 .68-.74 .71-.71 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 255 1 .22 -- .43 -- .34-.52 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 255 1 .26 -- .62 -- .55-.69 -- 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 255 1 .42 -- .71 -- .65-.78 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 348 1 .41 -- .63 -- .56-.69 -- 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 603 2 .39 .02 .62 .00 .61-.64 .62-.62 
Realistic Knowledge (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .55 .00 .54-.57 .55-.55 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .23 .03 .34 .05 .29-.39 .28-.40 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .15 .04 .25 .06 .19-.31 .17-.33 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .64 .00 .64-.65 .64-.64 
Visual Processing    
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .46 .00 .45-.47 .46-.46 
Processing Speed   
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      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .10 .02 .14 .03 .11-.17 .10-.18 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .11 .05 .16 .07 .10-.23 .08-.25 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .35 .00 .34-.36 .35-.36 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .41 .01 .62 .00 .61-.63 .62-.62 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .45 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .40 .02 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .47 .02 .68 .03 .64-.71 .64-.71 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .30 .03 .46 .05 .41-.51 .40-.53 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .23 .05 .40 .08 .31-.48 .29-.50 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .54 .02 .79 .03 .76-.82 .76-.82 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .32 .04 .46 .06 .40-.51 .39-.53 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .51 .02 .78 .02 .75-.81 .76-.81 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .31 .03 .48 .05 .43-.53 .42-.54 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .41 .01 .80 .02 .77-.82 .77-.83 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .31 .02 .56 .04 .52-.60 .51-.61 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .20 .01 .42 .01 .39-.45 .41-.44 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .45 .02 .71 .01 .69-.74 .70-.72 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .69 .00 .66-.71 .69-.69 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .21 .03 .45 .07 .38-.51 .36-.53 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .02 .77 .02 .72-.81 .74-.80 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .79 .02 .76-.81 .76-.81 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .48 .01 .86 .01 .84-.87 .84-.87 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .37 .04 .65 .07 .58-.71 .56-.73 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .41 .00 .78 .00 .77-.78 .78-.78 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .51 .00 .78 .00 .77-.78 .78-.78 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .42 .00 .80 .00 .80-.80 .80-.80 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .54 .02 .79 .03 .77-.82 .76-.83 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .00 .78 .00 .77-.78 .78-.78 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .49 .01 .47-.50 .47-.50 
Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 339,117 6 .19 .01 .42 .00 .41-.44 .42-.42 
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Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .18 .05 .13-.22 .12-.24 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .07 .02 .16 .04 .12-.21 .10-.22 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .59 .03 .56-.62 .55-.62 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .21 .02 .44 .04 .40-.49 .39-.50 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 261 2 .10 .06 .56 .00 .50-.61 .56-.56 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .04 .01 .08 .02 .06-.10 .05-.11 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .05 .02 .11 .03 .08-.14 .07-.15 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .11 .00 .21 .00 .20-.21 .21-.21 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .23 .02 .47 .02 .44-.51 .45-.49 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .54 .00 .52-.57 .54-.54 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .49 .04 .44-.53 .44-.54 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .49 .02 .48-.51 .47-.52 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .13 .02 .27 .04 .23-.31 .22-.32 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .07 .04 .15 .08 .07-.23 .05-.26 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .16 .02 .31 .04 .27-.36 .26-.37 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 339,117 6 .31 .01 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .14 .02 .29 .04 .25-.32 .24-.33 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .26 .01 .70 .02 .68-.72 .68-.72 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .15 .02 .36 .04 .32-.41 .30-.42 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .26 .04 .21-.30 .20-.31 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .51 .02 .48-.54 .48-.54 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .56 .02 .53-.59 .54-.59 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .09 .02 .27 .06 .21-.32 .19-.34 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .75 .00 .73-.77 .75-.75 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .79 .02 .76-.81 .76-.81 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .80 .02 .77-.82 .77-.82 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .22 .02 .53 .05 .49-.58 .47-.59 
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      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .33 .02 .84 .00 .79-.89 .84-.84 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .34 .02 .70 .03 .67-.74 .67-.74 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .34 .02 .89 .00 .84-.94 .89-.89 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .60 .01 .59-.62 .59-.62 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .41 .02 .39-.43 .39-.44 
General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 667,165 9 .75 .01 .89 .00 .89-.90 .89-.89 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 45,221 26 .53 .09 .76 .03 .71-.80 .71-.80 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 7,485 8 .32 .04 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,943,255 72 .57 .07 .77 .05 .75-.78 .70-.84 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 4,658 5 .34 .02 .50 .00 .48-.52 .50-.50 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 15,045 4 .49 .01 .70 .00 .68-.72 .70-.70 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 4,658 5 .31 .02 .43 .00 .40-.45 .43-.43 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 783 3 .27 .02 .46 .00 .40-.52 .46-.46 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .40 .00 .73 .00 .54-.92 .73-.73 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .52 -- .83 -- .44-1.00 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,631 5 .28 .03 .41 .00 .36-.45 .41-.41 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .48 -- .77 -- .32-1.00 -- 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .21 -- .33 -- .14-.52 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 62,163 37 .45 .10 .62 .00 .58-.66 .62-.62 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 443,377 12 .40 .01 .66 .00 .66-.67 .66-.66 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 35,996 13 .38 .06 .45 .05 .41-.49 .38-.51 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 230 1 .32 -- .50 -- .32-.68 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 4,312 4 .19 .07 .29 .10 .19-.40 .17-.42 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 4,082 3 .42 .03 .61 .03 .56-.66 .57-.65 
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 319 1 .26 -- .57 -- .49-.66 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 319 1 .21 -- .53 -- .45-.62 -- 
Processing Speed   
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      Processing Speed (Gs)† 346 1 .38 -- .53 -- .40-.66 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,474,258 43 .21 .08 .51 .05 .49-.53 .46-.57 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 39,910 27 .23 .07 .55 .00 .53-.58 .55-.55 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 617 6 .20 .09 .50 .00 .44-.56 .50-.50 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,474,901 50 .23 .09 .52 .05 .50-.54 .46-.59 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,233 1 .28 -- .62 -- .60-.65 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 37,754 4 .72 .01 .90 .00 .89-.91 .90-.90 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,935,830 65 .51 .08 .73 .05 .71-.75 .66-.80 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 1,238 15 .53 .11 .74 .05 .70-.79 .68-.81 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 931,412 29 .74 .03 .91 .00 .91-.92 .91-.91 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 1,744,594 50 .57 .07 .81 .04 .79-.82 .75-.86 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 4,082 3 .53 .03 .75 .04 .70-.81 .71-.80 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 6,035 10 .60 .03 .87 .00 .83-.90 .87-.87 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 4,082 3 .46 .03 .65 .03 .59-.70 .60-.69 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 6,035 10 .52 .06 .79 .00 .72-.86 .79-.79 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 11,135 22 .43 .06 .65 .00 .61-.68 .65-.65 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,763,378 68 .70 .05 .87 .02 .86-.88 .84-.90 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 4,082 3 .65 .04 .96 .05 .90-1.00 .90-1.00 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .69 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,232 12 .88 .03 1.00 .02 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,922,923 63 .61 .06 .80 .05 .79-.81 .74-.86 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 1,935,115 63 .56 .04 .76 .03 .75-.77 .73-.80 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 4,082 3 .75 .03 1.00 .03 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 35,240 10 .48 .04 .50 .03 .47-.52 .45-.54 
Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 339,471 10 .39 .01 .65 .00 .64-.67 .65-.65 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,232 12 .43 .08 .66 .00 .62-.69 .66-.66 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .45 .02 .43-.47 .42-.47 
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      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .19 .02 .34 .04 .30-.37 .29-.38 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .47 .02 .76 .02 .74-.79 .73-.79 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 167 1 .27 -- .54 -- .41-.66 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 340,088 16 .32 .01 .51 .01 .49-.53 .50-.53 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 339,471 10 .10 .02 .15 .03 .12-.18 .11-.18 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 340,088 16 .08 .05 .13 .08 .05-.21 .03-.23 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 617 6 .17 .12 .47 .03 .40-.55 .44-.51 
      Number Facility (Gs) 340,088 16 .23 .01 .33 .00 .32-.33 .32-.33 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 167 1 .47 -- .77 -- .68-.85 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .46 .03 .72 .03 .67-.78 .69-.76 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 340,088 16 .53 .02 .81 .00 .77-.85 .81-.81 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .45 .04 .73 .06 .66-.79 .65-.80 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .56 .01 .83 .00 .82-.84 .83-.83 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 339,471 10 .35 .01 .56 .02 .54-.59 .54-.59 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 339,471 10 .26 .03 .46 .05 .41-.51 .40-.52 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 340,575 18 .59 .01 .89 .00 .88-.90 .89-.89 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .53 .02 .50-.55 .50-.56 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 340,255 17 .58 .01 .93 .00 .92-.94 .93-.93 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .58 .02 .56-.60 .56-.60 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .46 .02 .93 .03 .90-.96 .90-.97 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,404 6 .37 .01 .69 .00 .68-.70 .69-.69 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .55 .00 .53-.57 .55-.55 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,571 7 .55 .02 .88 .00 .86-.91 .88-.88 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 548 2 .34 .07 .65 .00 .61-.70 .65-.65 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .39 .00 .76 .00 .75-.76 .76-.76 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .26 .02 .55 .03 .52-.59 .51-.60 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .80 .00 .79-.82 .80-.80 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .48 .01 .86 .01 .84-.87 .84-.87 
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      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .80 .02 .77-.82 .77-.82 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,232 12 .88 .03 1.00 .02 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .46 .02 .83 .03 .80-.86 .79-.87 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,088 16 .42 .01 .82 .00 .81-.83 .82-.82 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .63 .02 1.00 .02 .97-1.00 .97-1.00 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 340,803 19 .46 .01 .92 .00 .89-.94 .92-.92 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 339,571 7 .60 .01 .90 .01 .89-.92 .89-.91 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .46 .02 .92 .02 .88-.96 .90-.94 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .38 .02 .54 .03 .51-.57 .50-.58 
Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .38 .01 .63 .00 .61-.65 .63-.63 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .52 .03 .49-.55 .48-.56 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .22 .04 .38 .07 .31-.45 .30-.46 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .44 .02 .69 .02 .67-.72 .66-.72 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .24 .02 .37 .02 .35-.40 .35-.40 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .18 .03 .26 .04 .22-.30 .21-.31 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .17 .07 .26 .10 .16-.36 .13-.39 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .33 .02 .46 .02 .44-.48 .43-.49 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .41 .03 .63 .03 .58-.68 .59-.67 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .44 .04 .66 .04 .60-.71 .60-.71 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .41 .01 .64 .00 .62-.66 .64-.64 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .60 .02 .87 .03 .83-.90 .83-.91 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .43 .03 .67 .04 .63-.71 .62-.72 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .41 .03 .71 .04 .66-.76 .66-.77 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 339,025 5 .61 .03 .90 .04 .86-.95 .85-.96 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .46 .03 .68 .04 .64-.71 .63-.72 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .61 .02 .95 .00 .92-.98 .95-.95 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .47 .03 .73 .04 .69-.77 .68-.78 
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Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .50 .02 .98 .03 .95-1.00 .95-1.00 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .85 .00 .84-.87 .85-.85 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .75 .00 .71-.78 .75-.75 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .53 .01 .84 .00 .83-.85 .84-.84 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 169 1 .67 -- .81 -- .77-.85 -- 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .48 .00 .89 .00 .89-.90 .89-.89 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .02 .78 .03 .75-.82 .74-.82 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .03 .80 .08 .71-.88 .70-.89 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .37 .04 .65 .07 .58-.71 .56-.73 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .02 .53 .05 .49-.58 .47-.59 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .46 .02 .83 .03 .80-.86 .79-.87 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .32 .03 .60 .04 .55-.66 .55-.66 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .46 .03 .71 .04 .66-.75 .65-.76 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 339,025 5 .33 .03 .63 .04 .57-.68 .58-.68 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .54 .03 .80 .04 .76-.84 .75-.85 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .00 .83 .00 .82-.83 .83-.83 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .53 .00 .53-.54 .53-.53 
Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 674,771 56 .64 .03 .79 .00 .78-.80 .79-.79 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 701 9 .49 .12 .69 .05 .62-.76 .63-.75 
      Induction (Gf) 372,270 43 .37 .04 .65 .00 .63-.66 .65-.65 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 3,719 7 .22 .09 .49 .00 .40-.57 .49-.49 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,929,274 79 .59 .06 .77 .04 .75-.78 .71-.82 
Short Term Memory    
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 339,540 8 .18 .03 .28 .04 .25-.31 .23-.33 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 10,963 1 .51 -- .77 -- .74-.81 -- 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .13 .03 .24 .06 .18-.30 .17-.31 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 684 4 .27 .03 .41 .00 .36-.46 .41-.41 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 108 2 .38 .02 .54 .00 .51-.57 .54-.54 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 983 4 .22 .07 .42 .00 .33-.51 .42-.42 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .35 .00 .66 .00 .45-.87 .66-.66 
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      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .39 -- .67 -- .48-.86 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .42 .01 .72 .00 .71-.73 .72-.72 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 549 2 .01 .00 .20 .00 -90-1.00 .20-.20 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 549 3 .32 .06 .56 .00 .15-.97 .56-.56 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .16 -- .27 -- .06-.48 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 1,359 3 .60 .05 .79 .00 .74-.84 .78-.79 
      Visualization (Gv) 391,930 72 .39 .04 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 443,485 14 .54 .02 .75 .00 .74-.77 .75-.75 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 23,593 14 .43 .06 .53 .06 .49-.57 .46-.60 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 230 1 .45 -- .75 -- .51-.99 -- 
      Imagery (Gv) 137 1 .58 -- .82 -- .72-.92 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 230 1 .48 -- .81 -- .48-1.00 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 946 4 .20 .17 .47 .13 .33-.62 .30-.64 
      Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) 149 1 .19 -- .46 -- .32-.60 -- 
      Absolute Pitch (Ga) 468 2 .26 .17 .53 .14 .31-.74 .35-.71 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 487 3 .31 .00 .43 .00 -1.00-1.00 .43-.43 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,813,245 60 .17 .08 .39 .05 .36-.41 .32-.46 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 367,088 42 .12 .04 .20 .05 .15-.25 .14-.27 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 9,935 20 .10 .10 .36 .06 .32-.40 .29-.43 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,812,008 60 .18 .08 .41 .06 .39-.43 .34-.48 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Choice Reaction Time (Gt) 85 1 .14 -- .40 -- .23-.58 -- 
      Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) 34 1 .03 -- .32 -- .03-.60 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,462 3 .28 .09 .56 .04 .48-.64 .51-.61 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 340,066 9 .38 .02 .62 .00 .59-.65 .62-.62 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 2,264,865 75 .46 .07 .66 .05 .64-.69 .60-.73 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .37 .03 .63 .00 .59-.68 .63-.63 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 932,639 35 .57 .02 .75 .00 .75-.76 .75-.75 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 2,080,673 53 .45 .06 .67 .04 .65-.69 .62-.73 
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      Reading Speed (Grw) 234 1 .20 -- .47 -- .37-.57 -- 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 341,855 14 .25 .03 .42 .04 .37-.47 .37-.47 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 341,855 14 .14 .04 .26 .08 .18-.34 .16-.36 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 108 2 .50 .09 .71 .00 .61-.81 .71-.71 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 344,753 20 .48 .02 .76 .00 .75-.78 .76-.76 
      Language Development (Gc) 339,371 6 .28 .03 .45 .04 .40-.49 .40-.50 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 2,088,222 75 .50 .07 .71 .04 .69-.72 .66-.75 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .26 .03 .44 .04 .39-.48 .39-.48 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .36 .00 .78 .00 .77-.79 .78-.78 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .25 .02 .50 .03 .46-.54 .46-.54 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .17 .01 .38 .00 .35-.41 .38-.38 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .36 .02 .62 .00 .59-.65 .62-.62 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .67 .00 .65-.68 .67-.67 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .16 .03 .37 .07 .30-.43 .28-.45 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .78 .00 .75-.80 .78-.78 
      Occupational Know.--Military (Gkn) 348 1 .41 -- .63 -- .56-.69 -- 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .00 .78 .00 .77-.78 .78-.78 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .33 .02 .84 .00 .79-.89 .84-.84 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,922,923 63 .61 .06 .80 .05 .79-.81 .74-.86 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,088 16 .42 .01 .82 .00 .81-.83 .82-.82 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .32 .03 .60 .04 .55-.66 .55-.66 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 34 1 .31 -- .40 -- .06-.74 -- 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .48 .01 .81 .00 .78-.83 .81-.81 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 2,262,710 70 .59 .05 .83 .06 .80-.86 .76-.91 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,890 5 .43 .01 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .35 .00 .74 .00 .73-.74 .74-.74 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .46 .00 .45-.47 .46-.46 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 22,729 9 .55 .04 .62 .04 .58-.65 .57-.66 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 1,672 13 .25 .13 .51 .05 .46-.56 .44-.57 
Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 134 2 .55 .08 .56 .00 .46-.67 .56-.56 
Fluid Ability   
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      Induction (Gf) 84 1 .37 -- .46 -- .26-.67 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 84 1 .32 -- .40 -- .15-.64 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 282 1 -.02 -- .03 -- -.15-.21 -- 
Visual Processing    
      
      Visualization (Gv) 113 2 .42 .13 .52 .00 .33-.72 .52-.52 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 34 1 -.01 -- .08 -- -.23-.39 -- 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 113 2 .24 .06 .29 .00 .22-.37 .29-.29 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 113 2 .30 .04 .36 .00 .31-.42 .36-.36 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
      
      Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) 34 1 -.02 -- .07 -- -1.00-1.00 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,225 7 .78 .03 .78 .00 .76-.80 .78-.78 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 20,607 9 .60 .07 .67 .00 .62-.71 .67-.67 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 20,719 11 .64 .06 .67 .00 .64-.71 .67-.67 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 84 1 .42 -- .53 -- .32-.73 -- 
      Language Development (Gc) 84 1 .31 -- .38 -- .18-.57 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 84 1 .45 -- .46 -- .32-.60 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 48 1 .29 -- .35 -- .12-.57 -- 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 34 1 .31 -- .40 -- .06-.74 -- 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 20,607 9 .73 .06 .83 .06 .79-.88 .75-.91 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Verbal Ability & Memory 224 1 .34 -- .40 -- .29-.50 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 113 2 .48 .10 .49 .00 .38-.60 .49-.49 
Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .47 .01 .66 .00 .65-.68 .66-.66 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .32 .02 .41 .02 .39-.43 .39-.44 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .19 .03 .28 .05 .23-.33 .22-.35 
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Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .52 .02 .71 .03 .68-.74 .68-.75 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .53 .03 .50-.56 .50-.57 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .11 .02 .14 .03 .11-.16 .11-.17 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .11 .06 .14 .07 .07-.21 .04-.23 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .27 .02 .33 .02 .31-.35 .30-.36 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .60 .08 .80 .09 .70-.91 .68-.92 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .68 .07 .89 .08 .80-.98 .79-.99 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .57 .08 .78 .10 .67-.89 .65-.91 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .59 .01 .75 .00 .74-.76 .75-.75 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .53 .01 .51-.55 .52-.54 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .29 .03 .43 .05 .38-.49 .37-.50 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 339,176 5 .65 .01 .84 .00 .83-.86 .84-.84 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .50 .02 .47-.52 .47-.52 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .63 .01 .86 .00 .85-.88 .86-.86 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .53 .01 .51-.54 .51-.54 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .52 .03 .91 .04 .86-.95 .86-.95 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,404 6 .39 .00 .62 .00 .62-.63 .62-.62 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .26 .01 .49 .00 .47-.52 .49-.49 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,404 6 .59 .03 .82 .02 .78-.85 .79-.84 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 548 2 .28 .01 .56 .00 .55-.57 .56-.56 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .44 .01 .72 .00 .71-.73 .72-.72 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .03 .46 .06 .40-.52 .38-.54 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .39 .01 .85 .00 .83-.86 .85-.85 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .00 .78 .00 .77-.78 .78-.78 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .02 .70 .03 .67-.74 .67-.74 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .63 .02 1.00 .02 .97-1.00 .97-1.00 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .46 .03 .71 .04 .66-.75 .65-.76 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .48 .01 .81 .00 .78-.83 .81-.81 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .57 .03 .96 .00 .92-1.00 .96-.96 
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      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 339,404 6 .68 .01 .87 .00 .86-.89 .87-.87 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .03 .87 .04 .82-.92 .82-.92 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .04 .52 .04 .48-.56 .47-.57 
Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 667,779 10 .48 .05 .67 .00 .65-.70 .67-.67 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 379,581 26 .32 .03 .57 .00 .56-.58 .57-.57 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 2,670 3 .06 .06 .36 .00 .26-.46 .36-.36 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,940,124 73 .42 .07 .63 .05 .61-.64 .57-.69 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 339,432 6 .16 .03 .26 .04 .22-.29 .20-.31 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 10,963 1 .39 -- .61 -- .51-.70 -- 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .10 .03 .19 .05 .14-.25 .12-.26 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 576 2 .14 .03 .21 .00 .13-.28 .21-.21 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 783 3 .22 .01 .41 .00 .36-.46 .41-.41 
      Associational Fluency (Glr--RF) 437 2 .25 .00 .54 .00 .11-.97 .54-.54 
      Expressional Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .35 -- .60 -- .41-.79 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .43 .01 .74 .00 .72-.76 .74-.74 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 230 1 .13 -- .19 -- .00-.38 -- 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 397 2 .33 .00 .57 .00 .22-.91 .57-.57 
      Figural Fluency (Glr--RF) 230 1 .18 -- .31 -- .09-.53 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 1,260 5 .36 .08 .57 .00 .51-.64 .57-.57 
      Visualization (Gv) 397,392 40 .33 .05 .55 .03 .52-.58 .52-.59 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 443,058 11 .34 .02 .59 .00 .57-.61 .59-.59 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 35,677 12 .30 .05 .37 .05 .33-.40 .30-.43 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 230 1 .36 -- .61 -- .26-.95 -- 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 230 1 .40 -- .67 -- .13-1.00 -- 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 478 2 .14 .01 .43 .00 .43-.44 .43-.43 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 346 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.47 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,809,310 46 .08 .07 .32 .04 .30-.35 .27-.37 
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      Scanning (Gs--PS) 377,790 29 .10 .08 .18 .12 .08-.29 .03-.34 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 617 6 .20 .11 .46 .00 .39-.53 .46-.46 
      Number Facility (Gs) 1,809,675 51 .17 .14 .40 .11 .37-.44 .27-.54 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,400 2 .15 .17 .48 .12 .29-.66 .33-.63 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .40 .04 .66 .03 .60-.73 .62-.71 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 2,275,501 70 .30 .08 .54 .04 .52-.56 .49-.60 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .39 .04 .66 .05 .59-.73 .60-.72 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 928,931 12 .49 .02 .70 .00 .69-.71 .70-.70 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 2,079,792 52 .38 .06 .62 .03 .61-.64 .59-.66 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 340,809 11 .22 .03 .38 .03 .34-.42 .33-.42 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 340,809 11 .12 .05 .23 .08 .15-.32 .13-.34 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 345,409 23 .51 .03 .83 .00 .82-.83 .83-.83 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .25 .03 .40 .04 .36-.45 .35-.45 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 2,099,884 75 .46 .06 .69 .02 .68-.71 .67-.72 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .39 .03 .35-.43 .35-.43 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .40 .01 .87 .00 .86-.88 .87-.87 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,404 6 .27 .02 .53 .01 .49-.57 .52-.54 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .18 .01 .41 .00 .39-.44 .41-.41 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,571 7 .41 .01 .70 .00 .68-.72 .70-.70 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 717 3 .29 .14 .57 .02 .49-.64 .54-.60 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .35 .01 .71 .00 .69-.72 .71-.71 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .15 .03 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .32 .00 .86 .00 .86-.87 .86-.86 
      Occupational Know.--Military (Gkn) 603 2 .39 .02 .62 .00 .61-.64 .62-.62 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .42 .00 .80 .00 .80-.80 .80-.80 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .02 .89 .00 .84-.94 .89-.89 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,935,115 63 .56 .04 .76 .03 .75-.77 .73-.80 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 340,803 19 .46 .01 .92 .00 .89-.94 .92-.92 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  339,025 5 .33 .03 .63 .04 .57-.68 .58-.68 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 2,262,710 70 .59 .05 .83 .06 .80-.86 .76-.91 
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      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .57 .03 .96 .00 .92-1.00 .96-.96 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 339,571 7 .48 .01 .77 .00 .77-.78 .77-.77 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .85 .00 .82-.87 .85-.85 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .52 .00 .50-.55 .52-.52 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv) 35,240 10 .57 .04 .63 .03 .60-.65 .59-.66 
Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn)         
General Cognitve Ability   
      
      g† 197 3 .60 .06 .58 .00 .53-.64 .58-.58 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 153 1 .45 -- .50 -- .38-.61 -- 
      Induction (Gf) 343,175 9 .48 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 4,082 3 .48 .02 .60 .00 .57-.62 .60-.60 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 4,235 4 .55 .03 .64 .00 .60-.68 .64-.64 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 343,175 9 .38 .02 .47 .02 .45-.48 .44-.49 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 4,082 3 .43 .02 .51 .00 .49-.53 .51-.51 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .22 .04 .30 .05 .26-.35 .24-.37 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 4,082 3 .26 .03 .30 .02 .26-.35 .27-.33 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 282 1 .01 -- .07 -- -.75-.89 -- 
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .52 .01 .69 .00 .68-.69 .69-.69 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 4,082 3 .30 .03 .35 .01 .32-.39 .34-.36 
      Word Fluency (Glr--RF) 320 2 .33 .16 .40 .00 .19-.62 .40-.40 
Visual Processing    
      
      Visualization (Gv) 343,051 9 .35 .01 .45 .00 .44-.45 .45-.45 
      Visual Memory (Gv) 4,082 3 .17 .04 .22 .04 .16-.28 .16-.28 
Auditory Processing    
      
      Phonetic Coding (Ga) 4,082 3 .40 .04 .48 .04 .43-.54 .43-.53 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 342,972 8 .16 .03 .19 .04 .16-.22 .14-.24 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,969 6 .15 .07 .19 .08 .11-.27 .09-.30 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 113 2 .13 .04 .21 .00 .16-.25 .21-.21 
      Number Facility (Gs) 342,938 7 .36 .01 .41 .02 .40-.43 .39-.43 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed   
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      Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) 34 1 .08 -- .16 -- -.52-.84 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,545 9 .74 .10 .71 .00 .66-.76 .71-.71 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 363,545 16 .58 .03 .73 .00 .71-.75 .73-.73 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .64 .01 .80 .00 .79-.82 .80-.80 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .56 .04 .74 .03 .69-.78 .69-.78 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 20,719 11 .68 .06 .67 .00 .64-.71 .67-.67 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 342,938 7 .71 .02 .86 .02 .84-.87 .83-.89 
      Reading Decoding (Grw) 4,082 3 .57 .04 .67 .04 .62-.72 .62-.71 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 342,938 7 .47 .02 .61 .02 .58-.63 .57-.64 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 4,082 3 .46 .05 .53 .05 .47-.60 .47-.60 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 342,938 7 .40 .04 .58 .05 .54-.62 .52-.64 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 343,662 11 .72 .02 .89 .02 .88-.90 .87-.91 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,940 5 .46 .03 .56 .04 .53-.60 .52-.61 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 343,342 10 .71 .01 .92 .00 .91-.93 .92-.92 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .49 .02 .63 .02 .61-.65 .60-.65 
      Listening Ability (Gc) 4,082 3 .66 .02 .80 .01 .77-.84 .79-.82 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .59 .00 .97 .00 .97-.98 .97-.97 
      Arts and Humanities (Gkn--A&H) 153 1 .84 -- .80 -- .76-.84 -- 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,404 6 .49 .01 .75 .00 .74-.76 .75-.75 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .35 .01 .61 .00 .60-.63 .61-.61 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 339,571 7 .71 .01 .94 .00 .92-.96 .94-.94 
      Humanities Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 4,082 3 .72 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) 548 2 .19 .09 .23 .00 .16-.30 .23-.23 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 339,176 5 .54 .01 .85 .00 .84-.86 .85-.85 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .03 .59 .05 .54-.64 .53-.65 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .02 .85 .02 .81-.90 .83-.88 
      Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) 48 1 .42 -- .44 -- .26-.63 -- 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .54 .02 .79 .03 .77-.82 .76-.83 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .01 .60 .01 .59-.62 .59-.62 
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 4,082 3 .75 .03 1.00 .03 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
 359 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,571 7 .60 .01 .90 .01 .89-.92 .89-.91 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .54 .03 .80 .04 .76-.84 .75-.85 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,890 5 .43 .01 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 20,607 9 .73 .06 .83 .06 .79-.88 .75-.91 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 339,404 6 .68 .01 .87 .00 .86-.89 .87-.87 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 339,571 7 .48 .01 .77 .00 .77-.78 .77-.77 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .61 .02 .98 .00 .96-1.00 .98-.98 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .02 .58 .02 .56-.61 .55-.62 
Cognitive Ability Compounds   
      
      c-Verbal Ability & Memory 224 1 .29 -- .34 -- .23-.44 -- 
      c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs) 113 2 .40 .09 .40 .00 .31-.49 .40-.40 
Social Stud. Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability    
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .28 .00 .45 .00 .45-.45 .45-.45 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .15 .02 .27 .03 .23-.30 .23-.31 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .44 .02 .76 .00 .73-.79 .76-.76 
Visual Processing    
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .28 .01 .47 .00 .46-.49 .47-.47 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .13 .01 .21 .01 .19-.22 .19-.22 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .11 .04 .18 .06 .11-.24 .09-.26 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .23 .02 .35 .02 .33-.37 .33-.37 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .43 .03 .72 .00 .67-.77 .72-.72 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .48 .02 .79 .00 .75-.83 .79-.79 
      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .41 .04 .71 .05 .65-.78 .65-.78 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .55 .02 .87 .00 .84-.90 .87-.87 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .34 .00 .57 .00 .57-.58 .57-.57 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .29 .01 .55 .00 .54-.56 .55-.55 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .58 .01 .94 .00 .92-.96 .94-.94 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .40 .00 .64 .00 .63-.65 .64-.64 
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      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .57 .02 .97 .00 .94-1.00 .97-.97 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .35 .01 .60 .00 .59-.62 .60-.60 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .49 .02 1.00 .02 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .87 .00 .83-.90 .87-.87 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .34 .02 .80 .00 .75-.85 .80-.80 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .58 .03 1.00 .00 .96-1.00 1.00-1.00 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .90 .00 .86-.93 .90-.90 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .57 .00 .55-.60 .57-.57 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .92 .00 .91-.94 .92-.92 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .40 .00 .78 .00 .77-.78 .78-.78 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .46 .02 .92 .02 .88-.96 .90-.94 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .43 .00 .83 .00 .82-.83 .83-.83 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .35 .00 .74 .00 .73-.74 .74-.74 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .51 .03 .87 .04 .82-.92 .82-.92 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .40 .01 .85 .00 .82-.87 .85-.85 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .61 .02 .98 .00 .96-1.00 .98-.98 
      Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .42 .03 .64 .04 .59-.69 .59-.69 
Miscellaneous Knowledge (Gkn)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 338,856 4 .31 .02 .40 .02 .38-.42 .38-.42 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .29 .01 .28-.30 .29-.30 
      Meaningful Memory (Gsm) 338,856 4 .14 .01 .19 .02 .17-.21 .17-.21 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Originality/Creativity (Glr--RF) 338,856 4 .39 .02 .48 .02 .46-.50 .45-.51 
Visual Processing    
      
      Visualization (Gv) 338,856 4 .24 .01 .29 .02 .27-.30 .27-.31 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .12 .01 .13 .01 .12-.14 .12-.14 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 338,856 4 .11 .04 .12 .04 .08-.16 .07-.18 
      Number Facility (Gs) 338,856 4 .22 .02 .24 .02 .22-.25 .22-.26 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 338,856 4 .39 .02 .46 .01 .43-.49 .45-.48 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 338,856 4 .43 .02 .51 .01 .48-.53 .49-.52 
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      Mathematics Achievement (Gq) 338,856 4 .38 .04 .46 .04 .42-.51 .41-.51 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 338,856 4 .49 .02 .55 .02 .53-.57 .52-.57 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .38 .00 .37-.39 .37-.39 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 338,856 4 .27 .01 .37 .01 .35-.39 .36-.38 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 338,856 4 .52 .02 .60 .02 .58-.62 .57-.62 
      Language Development (Gc) 338,856 4 .34 .01 .39 .00 .39-.40 .39-.40 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 338,856 4 .51 .02 .62 .02 .59-.65 .60-.64 
      Communication Ability (Gc) 338,856 4 .33 .01 .40 .01 .39-.41 .38-.42 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn)† 338,856 4 .43 .02 .66 .03 .63-.70 .62-.70 
      Artistic Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .37 .01 .53 .02 .51-.55 .51-.55 
      Culinary Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .28 .02 .47 .02 .44-.50 .45-.49 
      Literature Knowledge (Gkn--A&H) 338,856 4 .49 .03 .60 .03 .57-.63 .57-.63 
      Business Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .41 .02 .60 .02 .57-.63 .58-.62 
      Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .25 .01 .40 .01 .39-.42 .38-.42 
      Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .30 .00 .58 .00 .57-.58 .58-.58 
      Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .36 .01 .49 .01 .47-.50 .47-.50 
      Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .22 .01 .41 .02 .39-.43 .39-.44 
      Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .38 .02 .54 .03 .51-.57 .50-.58 
      Life Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S)  338,856 4 .39 .01 .53 .00 .53-.54 .53-.53 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .31 .01 .46 .00 .45-.47 .46-.46 
      Physical Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .43 .04 .52 .04 .48-.56 .47-.57 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 338,856 4 .35 .02 .52 .00 .50-.55 .52-.52 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 338,856 4 .51 .02 .58 .02 .56-.61 .55-.62 
      Social Stud. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn) 338,856 4 .42 .03 .64 .04 .59-.69 .59-.69 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 






Meta-Analytic Correlations between Narrow Cognitive Ability Test Domains for Cognitive Ability Compounds 
 
Constructs (bold = X variable, others = Y variable) N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
c-Verbal Ability & Memory         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 1,200 1 .39 -- .63 -- .59-.66 -- 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 224 1 .48 -- .78 -- .71-.85 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 359 2 .44 .08 .64 .00 .55-.73 .64-.64 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 1,654 4 .49 .06 .72 .00 .67-.77 .72-.72 
Reading and Writing    
      
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 95 1 .47 -- .59 -- .45-.73 -- 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 224 1 .34 -- .40 -- .29-.50 -- 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 224 1 .29 -- .34 -- .23-.44 -- 
c-Acquired Know. & Vis. Process. (Gv)         
Fluid Ability   
      
      Induction (Gf) 37,473 11 .37 .09 .42 .09 .36-.48 .31-.53 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 2,233 1 .19 -- .21 -- .17-.25 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 37,473 11 .43 .10 .43 .09 .37-.48 .31-.54 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visualization (Gv) 37,473 11 .50 .07 .58 .05 .53-.63 .51-.64 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 2,233 1 .23 -- .24 -- .20-.28 -- 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 35,240 10 .46 .05 .46 .05 .42-.50 .39-.52 
Processing Speed   
      
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 2,233 1 .10 -- .11 -- .08-.15 -- 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 35,240 10 .35 .03 .33 .00 .32-.35 .33-.33 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 2,233 1 .08 -- .11 -- .08-.15 -- 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 35,240 10 .40 .06 .40 .04 .36-.43 .34-.45 
Reading and Writing   
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      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 22,729 9 .37 .06 .36 .04 .32-.40 .30-.42 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 2,233 1 .07 -- .08 -- .03-.12 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 37,473 11 .29 .09 .28 .07 .23-.32 .19-.37 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      General Science Knowledge (Gkn--S) 35,240 10 .48 .04 .50 .03 .47-.52 .45-.54 
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 22,729 9 .55 .04 .62 .04 .58-.65 .57-.66 
      Phys. Sci. Knowledge (App.) (Gkn--S) 35,240 10 .57 .04 .63 .03 .60-.65 .59-.66 
c-Quant. Reas. (Gf) & Num. Fac. (Gs)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 10,048 38 .58 .09 .79 .00 .78-.81 .79-.79 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 4,919 8 .53 .06 .76 .00 .74-.79 .76-.76 
      Induction (Gf) 2,051 16 .43 .09 .67 .00 .64-.70 .67-.67 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 181 2 .27 .01 .64 .00 .63-.65 .64-.64 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 2,874 3 .67 .08 .84 .04 .78-.90 .79-.90 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Memory Span (Gsm) 352 4 .29 .21 .27 .11 .10-.45 .13-.42 
Long Term Storage—Learning Efficiency   
      
      Associative Memory (Glr--LE) 283 3 .26 .09 .47 .00 .39-.55 .47-.47 
      Meaningful Memory (Glr--LE) 108 2 .29 .06 .48 .00 .41-.55 .48-.48 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Ideational Fluency (Glr--RF) 175 1 .23 -- .45 -- .34-.56 -- 
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 177 1 .49 -- .73 -- .65-.81 -- 
Visual Processing    
      
      Visualization (Gv) 43,759 32 .42 .04 .58 .00 .56-.59 .58-.58 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 234 4 .29 .13 .63 .02 .55-.71 .60-.65 
      Flexibility of Closure (Gv) 108 2 .30 .15 .32 .07 .13-.51 .23-.41 
      Spatial Scanning (Gv) 207 1 .46 -- .74 -- .67-.81 -- 
      Auditory Processing   
      
      Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) 2,649 1 .38 -- .71 -- .69-.74 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 175 1 .34 -- .32 -- .21-.43 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 1,346 14 .49 .08 .76 .00 .74-.79 .76-.76 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 42,698 20 .60 .02 .80 .00 .80-.81 .80-.80 
      Pattern Recognition (Gs--PS) 42,417 18 .51 .02 .68 .00 .67-.69 .68-.68 
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      Number Facility (Gs) 876 9 .68 .12 .87 .06 .82-.92 .80-.95 
Acquired Knowledge   
      
      Acquired Knowledge† 335 6 .57 .15 .88 .05 .81-.95 .82-.95 
Quantitative Ability/Knowledge   
      
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)† 1,268 11 .73 .09 .86 .00 .82-.89 .86-.86 
      Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) 1,165 9 .64 .07 .83 .00 .80-.85 .83-.83 
Verbal Ability   
      
      Verbal Ability† 48,439 35 .59 .05 .76 .00 .75-.77 .76-.76 
Reading and Writing   
      
      Reading Comprehension (Grw) 2,088 10 .42 .15 .74 .07 .69-.80 .65-.83 
      Reading Speed (Grw) 1,133 2 .37 .08 .71 .00 .64-.78 .71-.71 
      Native Language Usage (Grw) 776 9 .45 .08 .56 .00 .52-.60 .56-.56 
      Writing Ability (Grw) 392 3 .61 .03 .86 .00 .84-.87 .86-.86 
      Spelling Ability (Grw) 1,367 15 .51 .10 .43 .00 .39-.47 .43-.43 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 108 2 .34 .03 .71 .00 .69-.73 .71-.71 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 69 1 .57 -- .72 -- .59-.84 -- 
      Language Development (Gc) 69 1 .48 -- .68 -- .55-.80 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,743 7 .32 .11 .68 .05 .63-.72 .62-.74 
Domain Specific Knowledge   
      
      Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) 1,672 13 .25 .13 .51 .05 .46-.56 .44-.57 
      Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn--S) 113 2 .48 .10 .49 .00 .38-.60 .49-.49 
      Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) 113 2 .40 .09 .40 .00 .31-.49 .40-.40 
c-Fluid (Gf)† & Processing Speed (Gs)†         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 2,662 15 .58 .07 .65 .03 .61-.69 .62-.69 
Fluid Ability   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 56 1 .18 -- .48 -- .28-.68 -- 
      Induction (Gf) 2,683 15 .46 .07 .62 .02 .57-.68 .60-.64 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 2,506 14 .43 .09 .52 .07 .46-.57 .43-.60 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 212 2 .34 .16 .59 .10 .43-.76 .47-.71 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 177 1 .31 -- .47 -- .35-.59 -- 
      Memory Span (Gsm) 2,450 13 .43 .06 .50 .01 .46-.54 .49-.52 
      Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 2,450 13 .52 .07 .59 .05 .55-.64 .52-.66 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
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      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 177 1 .42 -- .59 -- .48-.69 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 177 1 .40 -- .64 -- .54-.75 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 177 1 .37 -- .60 -- .50-.70 -- 
      Visualization (Gv) 2,450 13 .51 .06 .64 .03 .60-.68 .60-.67 
      Closure Speed (Gv) 2,450 13 .46 .06 .56 .03 .52-.61 .52-.60 
Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 177 1 .33 -- .64 -- .54-.74 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 177 1 .44 -- .43 -- .32-.55 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 2,627 14 .65 .06 .75 .04 .72-.79 .70-.81 
      Scanning (Gs--PS) 2,450 13 .65 .06 .78 .05 .74-.82 .73-.84 
      Number Facility (Gs) 177 1 .52 -- .75 -- .67-.83 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 177 1 .38 -- .68 -- .60-.77 -- 
      General Verbal Information (Gc) 2,450 13 .46 .05 .54 .00 .51-.58 .54-.54 
      Language Development (Gc) 2,450 13 .45 .08 .53 .06 .48-.58 .45-.61 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 2,485 14 .50 .06 .63 .00 .59-.67 .63-.63 
c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv)         
General Cognitive Ability   
      
      g† 1,677 16 .82 .03 .89 .01 .86-.91 .88-.89 
Fluid Abiility   
      
      Fluid (Gf)† 430 4 .22 .15 .51 .00 .40-.62 .51-.51 
      Induction (Gf) 1,809 18 .69 .09 .89 .00 .84-.94 .89-.89 
      General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 62 1 .25 -- .58 -- .40-.76 -- 
      Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 177 1 .54 -- .75 -- .67-.82 -- 
Short Term Memory   
      
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)† 177 1 .43 -- .58 -- .47-.69 -- 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval   
      
      Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr)† 177 1 .49 -- .65 -- .56-.75 -- 
Long Term Storage—Retrieval Fluency   
      
      Naming Facility (Glr--RF) 177 1 .51 -- .74 -- .65-.83 -- 
Visual Processing   
      
      Visual Processing (Gv)† 545 4 .34 .23 .59 .15 .40-.77 .40-.77 
      Visualization (Gv) 1,500 15 .90 .02 1.00 .00 1.00-1.00 1.00-1.00 
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Auditory Processing   
      
      Auditory Processing (Ga)† 177 1 .41 -- .71 -- .61-.80 -- 
Processing Speed   
      
      Processing Speed (Gs)† 177 1 .46 -- .46 -- .35-.57 -- 
      Perceptual Speed (Gs--PS) 177 1 .45 -- .71 -- .62-.79 -- 
      Number Facility (Gs) 177 1 .46 -- .71 -- .63-.80 -- 
Comprehension Knowledge   
      
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)† 177 1 .52 -- .78 -- .71-.85 -- 
      Lexical Knowledge (Gc) 1,500 15 .57 .09 .69 .06 .64-.75 .62-.77 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies; 𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations; 𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and 
range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific 
knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and 
retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 

















Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains 
 
 










1. Induction (Gf) ………………... N=33973, k=68 N=76038, k=83 N=361134, k=70 N=11210, k=29 N=338856, k=4 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) .68 (.64-.72) ………………... N=27101, k=31 N=13548, k=41 N=9928, k=25 -- 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) .73 (.69-.76) .58 (.52-.64) ………………... N=13767, k=24 N=18666, k=10 -- 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .46 (.46-.47) .44 (.41-.47) .33 (.30-.37) ………………... N=11154, k=27 N=338856, k=4 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) .64 (.59-.68) .53 (.48-.57) .58 (.49-.68) .58 (.52-.64) ………………... -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) .35 (.32-.38) -- -- .50 (.49-.51) -- ………………... 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) .58 (.52-.64) .51 (.42-.60) .40 (.34-.46) .36 (.31-.41) .44 (.39-.48) -- 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) .50 (.40-.60) .48 (.41-.54) .40 (.34-.46) .25 (.17-.32) .44 (.39-.48) -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) .39 (.34-.44) -- .23 (.18-.28) .96 (.90-1.00) -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) .41 (.32-.50) .37 (.29-.46) -- .20 (.09-.31) -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) .45 (.40-.50) .45 (.17-.73) .44 (.35-.52) .29 (.20-.38) -- -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) .51 (.30-.72) .49 (.24-.73) .59 (.42-.75) .58 (.36-.80) -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) .56 (.27-.85) .49 (.11-.86) .65 (.35-.94) .61 (.35-.87) .54 (.40-.69) -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) .69 (.67-.71) .52 (.47-.58) .52 (.34-.70) .44 (.43-.45) -- .37 (.34-.40) 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .43 (.37-.49) .29 (.26-.33) .29 (.25-.34) .35 (.33-.38) .38 (.33-.42) -- 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) .56 (.50-.62) .61 (.49-.73) .43 (.37-.49) .42 (.35-.49) -- -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) .17 (-.05-.39) .21 (-.35-.76) .29 (-.07-.65) .29 (-.03-.61) -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) .65 (.64-.66) .57 (.53-.60) .61 (.58-.64) .28 (.26-.29) .53 (.50-.56) .22 (.20-.24) 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- .17 (.06-.29) -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) .61 (.57-.65) .59 (.55-.62) .72 (.70-.74) .35 (.31-.39) .67 (.57-.76) -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) .45 (.42-.49) .25 (.19-.32) .45 (.42-.48) .31 (.15-.48) -- -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) .57 (.48-.66) .52 (.40-.63) .62 (.56-.69) .27 (.08-.47) -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) .78 (.71-.85) -- .75 (.67-.82) -- -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) .44 (.38-.50) .47 (.41-.54) .22 (.15-.29) .32 (.29-.34) .40 (.33-.46) -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) .60 (.55-.65) .49 (.43-.56) .43 (.38-.49) .53 (.47-.59) .51 (.46-.56) -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) .64 (.51-.77) .53 (.44-.62) .67 (.64-.69) -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) .57 (.56-.58) -- -- .47 (.42-.53) -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) .57 (.43-.70) .49 (.47-.52) .43 (.34-.52) -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) .32 (.29-.34) .57 (.52-.61) .63 (.60-.66) .18 (.16-.20) .58 (.52-.65) .20 (.14-.25) 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) .51 (.45-.57) .64 (.47-.81) .49 (.39-.58) .28 (.22-.34) -- -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) .58 (.54-.62) .49 (.45-.53) .44 (.29-.59) .49 (.46-.53) .52 (.45-.60) -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .46 (.45-.47) .46 (.39-.53) .68 (.67-.69) .33 (.32-.34) .48 (.44-.53) .28 (.25-.31) 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) .54 (.37-.70) -- .50 (.35-.65) .13 (-.04-.30) -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .49 (.34-.63) .42 (.29-.55) .32 (.16-.47) .28 (.21-.36) .40 (.27-.53) -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) .69 (.67-.70) .54 (.46-.62) .86 (.85-.86) .47 (.45-.50) .73 (.70-.75) .29 (.26-.32) 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) .72 (.68-.77) -- -- .48 (.46-.50) -- .33 (.32-.35) 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .76 (.74-.77) .55 (.47-.63) .77 (.75-.78) .56 (.55-.57) .54 (.48-.59) .43 (.39-.48) 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) .55 (.48-.62) .45 (.36-.54) .56 (.51-.62) .49 (.43-.54) .48 (.41-.55) -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) .71 (.65-.77) -- .57 (.50-.64) .08 (-.05-.20) -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .63 (.61-.64) .56 (.47-.64) .70 (.65-.76) .52 (.51-.52) .60 (.55-.66) .40 (.37-.43) 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) .55 (.43-.67) .49 (.39-.58) .56 (.51-.61) .42 (.34-.51) .44 (.34-.53) -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .52 (.49-.54) .59 (.48-.71) .71 (.67-.76) .58 (.57-.59) .64 (.56-.72) .37 (.33-.41) 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .68 (.66-.69) .56 (.51-.60) .56 (.51-.62) .47 (.46-.48) .54 (.50-.59) .34 (.28-.40) 
45. Language Development (Gc) .57 (.55-.58) .60 (.55-.64) .60 (.59-.61) .49 (.49-.50) .56 (.50-.62) .30 (.27-.33) 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .73 (.72-.75) .58 (.54-.62) .75 (.73-.76) .53 (.52-.53) .56 (.52-.61) .38 (.33-.43) 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) .65 (.64-.66) -- -- .53 (.53-.54) -- .43 (.39-.47) 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) .65 (.59-.72) .54 (.45-.62) .50 (.45-.54) .48 (.44-.52) .53 (.48-.58) -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .62 (.61-.62) -- -- .53 (.52-.53) -- .34 (.30-.38) 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .50 (.48-.53) -- -- .43 (.42-.45) -- .23 (.22-.24) 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .66 (.64-.67) -- -- .53 (.52-.54) -- .33 (.31-.36) 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .68 (.60-.75) .66 (.60-.72) .73 (.66-.81) .65 (.61-.69) .69 (.64-.74) -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) .63 (.60-.66) -- -- .46 (.46-.47) -- .34 (.31-.38) 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) .52 (.49-.55) -- -- .48 (.46-.49) -- .37 (.33-.41) 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .68 (.66-.71) -- -- .43 (.38-.48) -- .26 (.20-.33) 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- 1.00 (1.00-1.00) -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .55 (.54-.57) -- -- .34 (.29-.39) -- .25 (.19-.31) 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .42 (.41-.44) -- -- .18 (.13-.22) -- .16 (.12-.21) 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .76 (.71-.80) .58 (.54-.62) .77 (.75-.78) .50 (.48-.52) .70 (.68-.72) -- 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .65 (.64-.67) -- .66 (.62-.69) .45 (.43-.47) -- .34 (.30-.37) 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .63 (.61-.65) -- -- .52 (.49-.55) -- .38 (.31-.45) 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .65 (.63-.66) .49 (.40-.57) .77 (.75-.78) .28 (.25-.31) .77 (.74-.81) .24 (.18-.30) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .46 (.26-.67) -- -- .40 (.15-.64) -- -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .66 (.65-.68) -- -- .41 (.39-.43) -- .28 (.23-.33) 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .57 (.56-.58) .36 (.26-.46) .63 (.61-.64) .26 (.22-.29) .61 (.51-.70) .19 (.14-.25) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .65 (.64-.66) .60 (.57-.62) .64 (.60-.68) .47 (.45-.48) .51 (.49-.53) .30 (.26-.35) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .66 (.64-.68) -- -- .45 (.45-.45) -- .27 (.23-.30) 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 



















































9. Free Recall 
Mem. (Glr—LE) 
10. LT Visual 
Mem. (Glr—LE) 




1. Induction (Gf) N=11698, k=23 N=2311, k=8 N=2525, k=9 N=433, k=1 N=5309, k=15 N=437, k=2 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=7804, k=11 N=1584, k=4 -- N=433, k=1 N=1134, k=6 N=437, k=2 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=10676, k=17 N=1480, k=4 N=2525, k=9 -- N=2896, k=7 N=437, k=2 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=13620, k=32 N=4703, k=22 N=2712, k=11 N=433, k=1 N=4202, k=8 N=347, k=2 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=8119, k=20 N=3651, k=19 -- -- -- -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) ………………... N=4703, k=22 -- N=433, k=1 N=3193, k=7 N=230, k=1 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) .50 (.44-.55) ………………... -- N=433, k=1 N=1052, k=3 -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- ………………... -- -- N=117, k=1 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) .37 (.27-.46) .47 (.39-.56) -- ………………... N=433, k=1 -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) .31 (.26-.37) .42 (.29-.54) -- .36 (.26-.46) ………………... N=498, k=3 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) .51 (.31-.70) -- .31 (.13-.49) -- .66 (.52-.80) ………………... 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) .38 (.12-.65) -- -- -- .63 (.45-.82) .80 (.61-.99) 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) .32 (.17-.46) .38 (.36-.40) -- -- .55 (.54-.56) -- 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .29 (.20-.38) .26 (.18-.35) -- -- .42 (.21-.63) .50 (.30-.70) 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) .47 (.39-.55) .56 (.39-.73) .40 (.35-.46) .45 (.36-.54) .64 (.53-.76) .82 (.66-.98) 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) .17 (-.08-.41) -- -- -- .42 (.18-.66) .37 (.06-.67) 
18. Visualization (Gv) .49 (.43-.54) .35 (.27-.44) .13 (.09-.18) .34 (.28-.41) .40 (.31-.48) .43 (.19-.67) 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) .39 (.35-.43) .45 (.33-.58) -- .38 (.30-.46) .44 (.17-.70) .42 (.05-.79) 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) .31 (.22-.41) .33 (.04-.62) -- .26 (.14-.38) .33 (.05-.60) .42 (.22-.62) 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) .39 (.29-.49) .44 (.36-.52) -- .38 (.29-.46) .41 (.27-.54) .45 (.19-.70) 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) .41 (.35-.46) .38 (.33-.42) -- .75 (.68-.81) .42 (.23-.60) .54 (-.08-1.00) 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) .49 (.42-.55) .37 (.31-.43) -- -- -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- .41 (.35-.47) -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) .45 (.38-.52) .48 (.40-.55) .30 (.27-.33) .38 (.31-.45) .50 (.32-.69) .52 (.35-.69) 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) .36 (.26-.46) .35 (.16-.55) -- -- .28 (.15-.42) -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) .43 (.32-.54) .41 (.33-.50) -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .33 (.26-.41) .41 (.35-.47) .19 (.15-.24) .42 (.35-.50) .45 (.38-.52) .50 (.31-.68) 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- .40 (.25-.55) -- -- .36 (.21-.50) 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .39 (.21-.57) .32 (.24-.41) -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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9. Free Recall 
Mem. (Glr—LE) 
10. LT Visual 
Mem. (Glr—LE) 




36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) .51 (.46-.56) .48 (.45-.51) -- -- .43 (.38-.47) .64 (.50-.79) 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) -- -- -- -- .30 (.11-.49) -- 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .47 (.41-.52) .44 (.37-.52) -- -- .49 (.21-.76) .73 (.43-1.00) 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) .39 (.32-.46) .38 (.36-.40) -- -- -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .34 (.22-.47) .51 (.46-.56) -- -- -- -- 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) .39 (.30-.49) .40 (.27-.52) -- -- -- -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .48 (.36-.60) .51 (.42-.61) -- -- -- -- 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .46 (.36-.55) .58 (.51-.65) -- .40 (.30-.49) .56 (.33-.78) .41 (.28-.54) 
45. Language Development (Gc) .42 (.34-.51) .60 (.53-.66) -- .39 (.31-.48) .48 (.33-.63) -- 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .45 (.40-.51) .53 (.34-.71) .40 (.35-.44) .46 (.39-.53) .54 (.47-.61) .73 (.62-.85) 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) .46 (.39-.53) .54 (.48-.59) -- -- -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .46 (.39-.53) -- -- -- -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .43 (.40-.45) -- -- -- .46 (.40-.52) .73 (.54-.92) 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .41 (.36-.46) .54 (.51-.57) -- -- .42 (.33-.51) .66 (.45-.87) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- .03 (-.10-.17) -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .21 (.13-.28) -- -- -- .41 (.36-.46) .54 (.11-.97) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .30 (.26-.35) -- -- -- .07 (-.05-.20) -- 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 




































16. Word Fluency 
(Glr—RF) 




1. Induction (Gf) N=230, k=1 N=339557, k=7 N=7225, k=11 N=6094, k=25 N=230, k=1 N=432122, k=168 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=230, k=1 N=255, k=3 N=7552, k=11 N=1401, k=8 N=230, k=1 N=31977, k=57 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=230, k=1 N=411, k=2 N=8032, k=16 N=4267, k=19 N=230, k=1 N=103675, k=94 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=230, k=1 N=339475, k=6 N=6806, k=7 N=3982, k=15 N=230, k=1 N=359213, k=62 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=110, k=1 -- N=6588, k=7 -- -- N=10544, k=26 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- -- N=338856, k=4 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=230, k=1 N=701, k=3 N=6712, k=7 N=1036, k=4 N=230, k=1 N=11249, k=22 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=619, k=2 N=1151, k=3 N=723, k=2 -- N=2311, k=8 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- N=2525, k=9 -- N=2525, k=9 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- N=433, k=1 -- N=523, k=2 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) N=324, k=2 N=1017, k=6 N=230, k=1 N=1395, k=6 N=230, k=1 N=4918, k=12 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) N=230, k=1 -- N=230, k=1 N=291, k=2 N=230, k=1 N=437, k=2 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) ………………... -- N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) -- ………………... -- N=372, k=2 -- N=339557, k=7 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .39 (.13-.65) -- ………………... N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 N=7512, k=13 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) .75 (.55-.95) .54 (.30-.78) .33 (-.01-.67) ………………... N=230, k=1 N=5330, k=23 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) .38 (.12-.65) -- .23 (-.01-.47) .39 (.12-.65) ………………... N=230, k=1 
18. Visualization (Gv) .53 (.22-.84) .55 (.52-.58) .28 (.24-.32) .33 (.29-.38) .21 (-.02-.44) ………………... 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) .41 (.07-.75) .48 (.40-.57) .35 (.20-.50) .58 (.42-.74) .13 (-.07-.33) .62 (.58-.66) 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) .61 (.39-.84) .12 (-.07-.32) .21 (.10-.32) .42 (.24-.60) .23 (-.09-.54) .61 (.57-.64) 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) .51 (.32-.71) .70 (.56-.85) .43 (.32-.53) .46 (.34-.59) .22 (-.05-.49) .60 (.54-.67) 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- .70 (.40-1.00) -- .70 (.67-.72) 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) .52 (.03-1.00) -- .39 (.32-.45) .49 (.21-.78) .08 (-.02-.18) .51 (.45-.58) 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- -- .33 (.27-.38) -- -- .51 (.45-.57) 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- .42 (.32-.51) -- -- .50 (.47-.52) 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- .47 (.37-.57) 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- .37 (.28-.47) -- -- .55 (.51-.60) 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) .60 (.31-.89) .22 (.16-.27) .50 (.39-.61) .44 (.39-.48) .22 (-.01-.44) .30 (.28-.33) 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- -- .55 (.44-.66) -- -- .63 (.55-.71) 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- .57 (.48-.66) -- -- .40 (.36-.45) 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .58 (.35-.80) .36 (.34-.37) .55 (.51-.58) .49 (.45-.53) .37 (.17-.57) .29 (.27-.30) 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- .30 (.12-.48) 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- .48 (.39-.57) -- -- .44 (.31-.56) 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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16. Word Fluency 
(Glr—RF) 




36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) .70 (.47-.92) .68 (.66-.69) .54 (.38-.70) .62 (.42-.81) .29 (-.10-.68) .53 (.50-.55) 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) .52 (.36-.68) .68 (.64-.72) -- -- -- .52 (.48-.57) 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .72 (.44-1.00) .79 (.79-.80) .38 (.34-.43) .68 (.42-.94) .30 (-.70-1.00) .48 (.47-.49) 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- -- .33 (.29-.37) -- -- .48 (.45-.51) 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- .59 (.53-.64) .56 (.40-.71) -- .72 (.39-1.00) 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) -- .56 (.55-.58) .28 (.21-.36) -- -- .37 (.35-.39) 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- -- .30 (.22-.38) -- -- .45 (.38-.52) 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) -- .50 (.46-.53) .34 (.28-.41) -- -- .22 (.18-.26) 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) -- .75 (.75-.76) .33 (.26-.39) .65 (.54-.75) -- .49 (.48-.50) 
45. Language Development (Gc) -- .61 (.60-.62) -- .53 (.40-.67) -- .37 (.36-.38) 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .77 (.46-1.00) .80 (.79-.81) .48 (.42-.53) .65 (.61-.68) .26 (-.13-.65) .50 (.49-.51) 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) -- .60 (.59-.60) -- -- -- .36 (.34-.38) 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- .39 (.34-.45) -- -- .50 (.44-.56) 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .68 (.67-.68) -- -- -- .37 (.36-.38) 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .60 (.57-.62) -- -- -- .26 (.25-.27) 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .73 (.72-.75) -- .67 (.56-.77) -- .41 (.40-.43) 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- .43 (.40-.47) -- -- .64 (.57-.71) 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- .74 (.71-.76) -- -- -- .42 (.41-.44) 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- .55 (.52-.57) -- -- -- .30 (.28-.33) 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- .71 (.69-.73) -- -- -- .55 (.54-.56) 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- .43 (.34-.52) 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- .64 (.64-.65) -- -- -- .46 (.45-.47) 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- .59 (.56-.62) -- -- -- .44 (.40-.49) 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .83 (.44-1.00) -- .41 (.36-.45) .77 (.32-1.00) .33 (-.33-1.00) .62 (.58-.66) 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .76 (.74-.79) -- .54 (.41-.66) -- .51 (.49-.53) 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- .69 (.67-.72) -- -- -- .37 (.35-.40) 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .67 (-.04-1.00) .72 (.71-.73) .20 (-.90-1.00) .56 (.15-.97) .27 (-.28-.82) .63 (.60-.65) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- .52 (.33-.72) 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .71 (.68-.74) -- -- -- .53 (.50-.56) 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .60 (-.41-1.00) .74 (.72-.76) .19 (-.03-.41) .57 (.22-.91) .31 (-.74-1.00) .55 (.52-.58) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) -- .69 (.68-.69) .35 (.32-.39) .40 (.19-.62) -- .45 (.44-.45) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- .76 (.73-.79) -- -- -- .47 (.46-.49) 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
































20. Closure Speed 
(Gv) 




23. Imagery (Gv) 24. Visual 
Memory (Gv) 
1. Induction (Gf) -- N=23516, k=44 N=40233, k=29 N=1774, k=11 N=924, k=6 N=8225, k=12 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- N=23258, k=40 N=4098, k=11 N=944, k=5 -- N=7909, k=10 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- N=467701, k=20 N=40412, k=30 N=1235, k=10 N=924, k=6 N=7462, k=9 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=1015, k=1 N=6899, k=35 N=1076, k=4 N=1070, k=4 -- N=10411, k=26 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- N=14558, k=20 -- -- -- N=9242, k=23 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=1657, k=6 N=1922, k=9 N=1102, k=6 -- N=10316, k=27 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=723, k=2 N=723, k=2 N=433, k=1 -- N=4084, k=20 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=433, k=1 N=433, k=1 N=433, k=1 -- N=433, k=1 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=953, k=3 N=1160, k=4 N=663, k=2 -- N=663, k=2 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 N=437, k=2 N=230, k=1 -- N=230, k=1 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 -- N=230, k=1 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) -- N=290, k=1 N=372, k=2 N=82, k=1 -- -- 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- N=594, k=2 N=1498, k=10 N=759, k=6 -- N=6806, k=7 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=1076, k=4 N=1159, k=5 N=746, k=3 N=334, k=2 N=663, k=2 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 N=230, k=1 -- N=230, k=1 
18. Visualization (Gv) -- N=24083, k=49 N=42680, k=39 N=2110, k=15 N=708, k=5 N=8076, k=12 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) ………………... -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- ………………... N=4394, k=10 N=808, k=3 -- N=1115, k=4 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- .35 (.30-.39) ………………... N=1713, k=12 -- N=977, k=4 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- .51 (.40-.61) .43 (.37-.50) ………………... -- N=764, k=3 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- ………………... -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- .52 (.49-.55) .30 (.15-.46) .50 (.41-.59) -- ………………... 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- .25 (.10-.41) -- -- -- .34 (.28-.40) 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- .49 (.40-.57) .38 (.27-.49) -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- .47 (.39-.56) .19 (.06-.31) -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) -- .57 (.51-.63) .36 (.34-.38) .65 (.56-.73) .52 (.44-.59) .58 (.47-.70) 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- .55 (.43-.68) .26 (-.15-.66) .73 (.65-.81) -- -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- .38 (.29-.47) 
32. Number Facility (Gs) -- .43 (.27-.58) .30 (.21-.39) .59 (.51-.68) .50 (.37-.63) .30 (.26-.35) 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- .62 (.46-.77) -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- .41 (.32-.50) 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Cont. 19. Speeded 
Rotation (Gv) 
20. Closure Speed 
(Gv) 




23. Imagery (Gv) 24. Visual 
Memory (Gv) 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) -- .69 (.67-.70) .46 (.43-.48) .50 (.30-.70) .64 (.56-.73) .66 (.41-.91) 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) -- .68 (.66-.70) .38 (.35-.42) .44 (.39-.49) .84 (.71-.96) .33 (.28-.39) 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- .33 (.18-.47) -- -- -- .33 (.27-.38) 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- .66 (.56-.76) -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) -- .48 (.23-.72) .46 (.17-.74) -- -- .20 (.09-.32) 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- .21 (.06-.36) -- -- -- .36 (.32-.40) 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) -- .31 (.11-.50) .29 (-.05-.63) -- -- .35 (.28-.43) 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) -- .55 (.51-.59) .21 (.03-.40) .48 (.47-.50) .71 (.61-.81) .35 (.29-.41) 
45. Language Development (Gc) -- .55 (.51-.59) .38 (.20-.56) .49 (.43-.55) -- .48 (.40-.55) 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) -- .65 (.64-.66) .29 (.26-.32) .54 (.46-.62) .71 (.61-.82) .37 (.32-.43) 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- .44 (.38-.49) 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- .31 (.24-.37) 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- .56 (.50-.61) -- -- 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .66 (.66-.67) .45 (.41-.49) .50 (-.07-1.00) -- .29 (.19-.40) 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .75 (.74-.77) .53 (.49-.57) .75 (.51-.99) .82 (.72-.92) .81 (.48-1.00) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- .59 (.57-.61) .37 (.33-.40) .61 (.26-.95) -- .67 (.13-1.00) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- .22 (.16-.28) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
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verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 









































30. Pattern Recog. 
(Gs—PS) 
1. Induction (Gf) N=7604, k=8 N=149, k=1 N=1158, k=2 N=149, k=1 N=388045, k=83 N=1939, k=15 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=6914, k=8 N=319, k=1 -- N=521, k=2 N=7166, k=28 N=69, k=1 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=7323, k=7 N=797, k=3 -- N=319, k=1 N=61347, k=61 N=15037, k=15 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=7608, k=8 -- N=1009, k=1 -- N=345717, k=38 N=352, k=4 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=6750, k=7 -- -- -- N=3115, k=17 -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- N=338856, k=4 -- 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=7121, k=8 -- -- -- N=1384, k=8 N=283, k=3 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) N=1151, k=3 -- -- -- N=541, k=3 N=108, k=2 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- N=2525, k=9 -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- N=433, k=1 -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- N=1009, k=1 -- N=1045, k=4 N=175, k=1 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- N=437, k=2 -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- N=230, k=1 -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- N=338936, k=5 -- 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) N=6290, k=6 N=319, k=1 -- N=319, k=1 N=936, k=7 N=177, k=1 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- N=3847, k=15 -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- N=230, k=1 -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=7163, k=7 N=3078, k=4 N=1238, k=3 N=229, k=2 N=443824, k=113 N=60914, k=44 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) N=239, k=1 N=319, k=1 -- N=319, k=1 N=6703, k=27 N=356, k=5 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- N=319, k=1 -- N=319, k=1 N=39307, k=28 N=108, k=2 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- -- -- -- N=1789, k=12 N=207, k=1 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- N=583, k=4 -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) N=6894, k=8 -- -- -- N=977, k=4 -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) ………………... -- -- -- -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- ………………... N=539, k=3 N=548, k=3 N=2649, k=1 N=2649, k=1 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- .45 (.36-.54) ………………... N=281, k=3 -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- .76 (.62-.91) .65 (.61-.69) ………………... -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) -- .66 (.63-.68) -- -- ………………... N=51953, k=29 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- .63 (.60-.66) -- -- .76 (.68-.84) ………………... 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) .47 (.39-.55) -- -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .36 (.31-.41) .61 (.49-.72) .54 (.42-.66) .61 (.49-.72) .37 (.32-.41) .52 (.36-.68) 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- .60 (.48-.73) -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .38 (.25-.50) -- -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Cont. 25. Phonetic 
Coding (Ga) 








30. Pattern Recog. 
(Gs—PS) 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) -- -- -- -- .22 (.16-.27) .58 (.53-.64) 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) -- -- -- -- .19 (.13-.26) -- 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .60 (.54-.65) -- -- -- .29 (.22-.37) .68 (.60-.77) 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) .56 (.52-.60) -- -- -- -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- .66 (.64-.68) .51 (.41-.61) 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .57 (.51-.63) -- -- -- .25 (.16-.34) .31 (.23-.39) 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) .51 (.45-.57) -- -- -- .77 (.75-.79) .68 (.67-.70) 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .64 (.58-.70) -- -- -- .27 (.19-.36) .15 (.12-.19) 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .56 (.46-.65) .50 (.37-.62) -- -- .24 (.21-.28) .36 (.30-.41) 
45. Language Development (Gc) -- .08 (.02-.14) .08 (-.10-.25) -- .31 (.30-.33) .56 (.39-.73) 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .56 (.49-.64) .46 (.43-.50) .51 (-.04-1.00) .51 (.42-.61) .29 (.25-.32) .50 (.40-.60) 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- .27 (.17-.38) -- 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) .56 (.49-.63) -- -- -- -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- .22 (.15-.30) -- 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- .17 (.13-.21) -- 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- .20 (.13-.27) -- 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .71 (.61-.82) -- -- -- -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- .23 (.16-.29) -- 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- .23 (.15-.31) -- 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- .26 (.18-.34) -- 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- .16 (.10-.23) -- 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- .11 (.08-.14) -- 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .61 (.56-.66) .57 (.49-.66) -- .53 (.45-.62) .55 (.53-.58) .50 (.44-.56) 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- .13 (.05-.21) .47 (.40-.55) 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- .26 (.16-.36) -- 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .47 (.33-.62) .46 (.32-.60) .53 (.31-.74) .20 (.15-.25) .36 (.32-.40) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- .29 (.22-.37) .36 (.31-.42) 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- .14 (.07-.21) -- 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- .43 (.43-.44) -- -- .18 (.08-.29) .46 (.39-.53) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .48 (.43-.54) -- -- -- .19 (.11-.27) .21 (.16-.25) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- .18 (.11-.24) -- 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 





























Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains (cont.) 
 





Reaction Tm. (Gt) 
34. Semantic 
Process. Sp. (Gt) 
35. Mental 
Compar. Sp. (Gt) 
36. Mathematics 
Knowledge (Gq) 
1. Induction (Gf) N=2414, k=3 N=359847, k=58 N=85, k=1 N=3869, k=4 -- N=388972, k=47 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=2414, k=3 N=9793, k=21 -- N=2956, k=4 -- N=3084, k=4 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=2414, k=3 N=1500377, k=97 N=85, k=1 N=3637, k=3 -- N=1951482, k=79 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=2414, k=3 N=352451, k=26 N=117, k=1 N=3869, k=4 -- N=339540, k=8 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=2289, k=3 N=18089, k=8 -- N=3106, k=4 -- N=10963, k=1 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- -- N=338856, k=4 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=2352, k=3 N=11196, k=19 -- N=3204, k=4 -- N=684, k=4 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) N=1151, k=3 N=2203, k=6 -- N=1151, k=3 -- N=108, k=2 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=2525, k=9 N=117, k=1 -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=433, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=3819, k=10 -- -- -- N=783, k=3 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=437, k=2 N=117, k=1 -- -- N=437, k=2 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- -- N=230, k=1 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) -- N=339557, k=7 -- -- -- N=338856, k=4 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) N=2381, k=3 N=17233, k=16 -- N=2494, k=3 -- N=230, k=1 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=5504, k=22 -- -- -- N=365, k=2 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- -- N=230, k=1 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=2414, k=3 N=389305, k=88 N=85, k=1 N=3729, k=4 -- N=405000, k=58 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- N=12593, k=7 -- -- -- N=452739, k=14 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- N=2716, k=16 -- -- -- N=35785, k=14 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- N=1376, k=9 -- -- -- N=230, k=1 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- N=135, k=1 N=85, k=1 -- -- N=725, k=5 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) N=2414, k=3 N=7544, k=9 -- N=2927, k=4 -- N=230, k=1 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) N=2155, k=3 N=7044, k=6 -- N=3142, k=4 -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- N=149, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- N=149, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- N=149, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) -- N=360890, k=59 N=85, k=1 -- -- N=380514, k=44 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- N=13039, k=21 -- -- -- N=1782, k=15 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) ………………... N=2414, k=3 -- N=2414, k=3 -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .68 (.58-.79) ………………... -- N=3590, k=3 -- N=1811315, k=56 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- ………………... -- -- N=85, k=1 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .57 (.47-.67) .46 (.32-.60) -- ………………... -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- ………………... -- 
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Reaction Tm. (Gt) 
34. Semantic 
Process. Sp. (Gt) 
35. Mental 
Compar. Sp. (Gt) 
36. Mathematics 
Knowledge (Gq) 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) -- .74 (.70-.79) .42 (.26-.57) -- -- ………………... 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) -- .46 (.40-.51) -- -- -- .91 (.79-1.00) 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .58 (.51-.66) .62 (.60-.65) -- .39 (.26-.51) -- .72 (.71-.74) 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) .59 (.53-.66) .50 (.45-.56) -- .32 (.21-.43) -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- .78 (.73-.83) -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .64 (.54-.74) .47 (.46-.49) -- .39 (.22-.56) -- .61 (.58-.64) 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) .61 (.53-.68) .48 (.42-.55) -- .42 (.27-.57) -- -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .83 (.78-.89) .53 (.50-.56) -- .44 (.31-.56) -- .56 (.50-.63) 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .64 (.56-.73) .43 (.42-.44) -- .42 (.27-.56) -- .79 (.78-.80) 
45. Language Development (Gc) -- .38 (.36-.40) -- -- -- .55 (.51-.59) 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .57 (.43-.71) .57 (.56-.59) .47 (.35-.58) .40 (.23-.58) -- .71 (.70-.73) 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) -- .51 (.50-.51) -- -- -- .59 (.56-.61) 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) .60 (.53-.68) .41 (.36-.47) -- .38 (.25-.52) -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .39 (.39-.39) -- -- -- .66 (.62-.69) 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .30 (.27-.33) -- -- -- .58 (.56-.61) 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .39 (.36-.42) -- -- -- .81 (.78-.84) 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .57 (.51-.63) -- -- -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- .43 (.39-.46) -- -- -- .72 (.69-.75) 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- .39 (.38-.40) -- -- -- .49 (.42-.57) 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- .41 (.39-.43) -- -- -- .85 (.83-.86) 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- .35 (.34-.36) -- -- -- .67 (.66-.69) 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- .21 (.20-.21) -- -- -- .54 (.52-.57) 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .52 (.50-.54) -- -- -- .73 (.71-.75) 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .33 (.32-.33) -- -- -- .81 (.77-.85) 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- .46 (.44-.48) -- -- -- .66 (.60-.71) 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .41 (.39-.43) .40 (.23-.58) -- .32 (.03-.60) .66 (.64-.69) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- .07 (-.24-.38) -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .33 (.31-.35) -- -- -- .89 (.80-.98) 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- .40 (.37-.44) -- -- -- .54 (.52-.56) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) -- .41 (.40-.43) -- -- .16 (-.13-.45) .80 (.79-.82) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- .35 (.33-.37) -- -- -- .79 (.75-.83) 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 




































40. Reading Speed 
(Grw) 




1. Induction (Gf) N=338919, k=5 N=376756, k=35 N=8114, k=7 N=4509, k=5 N=348771, k=22 N=8135, k=7 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- N=10034, k=11 N=7045, k=7 -- N=6912, k=7 N=7045, k=7 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- N=1764070, k=67 N=8048, k=7 N=4509, k=5 N=9642, k=14 N=8178, k=7 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=348053, k=14 N=8113, k=7 N=228, k=1 N=345772, k=12 N=8131, k=7 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- N=17733, k=7 N=6920, k=6 -- N=6527, k=6 N=6956, k=6 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 -- 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=8260, k=11 N=7372, k=7 -- N=6706, k=8 N=7372, k=7 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 -- N=1259, k=5 N=1151, k=3 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) N=94, k=1 N=576, k=2 -- -- -- -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) N=94, k=1 N=230, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 -- 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- N=6806, k=7 N=6576, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=6576, k=6 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=792, k=4 -- N=427, k=2 -- -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=338856, k=4 N=390879, k=43 N=7516, k=6 N=360, k=3 N=349450, k=29 N=7971, k=9 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- N=452870, k=13 N=239, k=1 -- N=108, k=2 N=239, k=1 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- N=23060, k=11 -- -- N=108, k=2 -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- N=401, k=3 -- -- -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- N=334, k=2 -- N=199, k=1 -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- N=7350, k=9 N=7019, k=7 -- N=6715, k=6 N=7019, k=7 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- N=7376, k=7 N=7254, k=7 -- N=6445, k=6 N=7296, k=7 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) N=338856, k=4 N=363996, k=27 -- N=126, k=2 N=340658, k=20 N=392, k=3 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- N=969, k=9 -- N=126, k=2 N=776, k=9 N=392, k=3 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 -- N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 
32. Number Facility (Gs) N=338856, k=4 N=1636609, k=45 N=7749, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=348606, k=20 N=7899, k=6 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- N=3637, k=3 N=3544, k=3 -- N=2726, k=3 N=3615, k=3 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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40. Reading Speed 
(Grw) 




36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=2090938, k=58 -- -- N=341855, k=14 -- 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) ………………... N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 -- 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .75 (.72-.78) ………………... N=8208, k=7 N=5129, k=9 N=347883, k=12 N=8178, k=7 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- .74 (.68-.80) ………………... -- N=6808, k=6 N=8003, k=7 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- .79 (.74-.84) -- ………………... -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .65 (.63-.67) .73 (.72-.75) .79 (.75-.83) -- ………………... N=6808, k=6 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- .74 (.68-.80) .68 (.64-.72) -- .67 (.59-.74) ………………... 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .58 (.55-.62) .73 (.70-.76) .99 (.94-1.00) -- .77 (.74-.80) .82 (.72-.92) 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .73 (.69-.76) .85 (.84-.86) .64 (.53-.74) .53 (.47-.59) .63 (.60-.65) .57 (.40-.74) 
45. Language Development (Gc) .54 (.52-.55) .71 (.69-.72) -- -- .61 (.60-.62) -- 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .77 (.73-.81) .90 (.88-.91) .68 (.64-.72) .70 (.64-.75) .69 (.68-.71) .58 (.48-.69) 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) .64 (.62-.66) .80 (.79-.81) -- -- .83 (.83-.84) -- 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- .77 (.74-.80) .64 (.59-.68) -- .74 (.68-.79) .56 (.46-.66) 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .62 (.60-.63) .82 (.82-.82) -- -- .64 (.63-.65) -- 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .53 (.50-.56) .69 (.66-.72) -- -- .53 (.50-.55) -- 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .73 (.67-.79) .92 (.89-.94) -- -- .66 (.65-.68) -- 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .80 (.68-.93) .74 (.65-.84) -- .95 (.89-1.00) .55 (.46-.64) 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) .72 (.68-.76) .86 (.84-.88) -- -- .62 (.62-.63) -- 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) .51 (.47-.56) .71 (.67-.74) -- -- .61 (.59-.63) -- 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .77 (.73-.81) .75 (.70-.81) -- -- .54 (.47-.60) -- 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .63 (.60-.65) .68 (.64-.71) -- -- .46 (.41-.51) -- 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .49 (.44-.53) .49 (.48-.51) -- -- .27 (.23-.31) -- 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .74 (.70-.79) .81 (.79-.82) .75 (.70-.81) -- .87 (.83-.90) .65 (.59-.70) 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .73 (.66-.79) .83 (.82-.84) -- -- .56 (.54-.59) -- 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .64 (.62-.66) .87 (.83-.90) -- -- .67 (.63-.71) -- 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .63 (.59-.68) .67 (.65-.69) -- .47 (.37-.57) .42 (.37-.47) -- 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .78 (.67-.89) .75 (.74-.76) -- -- .53 (.51-.55) -- 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .66 (.59-.73) .62 (.61-.64) -- -- .38 (.34-.42) -- 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .74 (.69-.78) .86 (.84-.87) .67 (.62-.72) -- .61 (.58-.63) .53 (.47-.60) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .71 (.65-.78) .87 (.84-.90) -- -- .57 (.57-.58) -- 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 



























































1. Induction (Gf) N=350279, k=23 N=372610, k=68 N=346623, k=44 N=425798, k=145 N=338856, k=4 N=7428, k=6 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=6806, k=6 N=29866, k=48 N=6350, k=33 N=31997, k=59 -- N=6806, k=6 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=10842, k=14 N=28860, k=32 N=636, k=2 N=1816075 k=138 -- N=7428, k=6 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=346976, k=12 N=353239, k=45 N=344835, k=35 N=359652, k=61 N=338856, k=4 N=7428, k=6 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=6956, k=6 N=10426, k=25 N=3282, k=18 N=21510, k=28 -- N=6835, k=6 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=7302, k=8 N=7674, k=8 N=433, k=1 N=11478, k=21 -- N=6908, k=6 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) N=1259, k=5 N=1584, k=4 N=433, k=1 N=1913, k=5 -- N=1151, k=3 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- N=2642, k=10 -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=433, k=1 N=433, k=1 N=433, k=1 -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=740, k=3 N=981, k=4 N=4538, k=11 -- -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=207, k=1 -- N=554, k=3 -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- N=230, k=1 -- -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=339267, k=6 N=338856, k=4 -- 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) N=6576, k=6 N=6576, k=6 -- N=7713, k=15 -- N=6576, k=6 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=1623, k=7 N=1037, k=5 N=5931, k=25 -- -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- N=230, k=1 -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=350812, k=35 N=372792, k=65 N=346107, k=42 N=450723, k=158 N=338856, k=4 N=7355, k=6 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) N=108, k=2 N=22374, k=37 N=6146, k=32 N=473300, k=50 -- -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) N=108, k=2 N=2996, k=4 N=877, k=3 N=40444, k=31 -- -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- N=485, k=2 N=485, k=2 N=1920, k=13 -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- N=341, k=2 -- N=476, k=3 -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) N=6780, k=6 N=7442, k=8 N=433, k=1 N=7996, k=11 -- N=6780, k=6 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) N=7099, k=6 N=7177, k=7 -- N=7343, k=7 -- N=6811, k=6 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- N=200, k=1 N=310, k=1 N=788, k=3 -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- N=310, k=1 N=1319, k=2 -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- N=202, k=1 -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) N=341249, k=26 N=348613, k=40 N=342917, k=25 N=401238, k=84 N=338856, k=4 -- 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) N=9013, k=16 N=686, k=7 N=69, k=1 N=20433, k=19 -- -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 -- N=2414, k=3 -- N=2414, k=3 
32. Number Facility (Gs) N=349707, k=20 N=350703, k=26 N=339904, k=8 N=1661095, k=106 N=338856, k=4 N=7428, k=6 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- N=117, k=1 -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) N=3637, k=3 N=3734, k=4 -- N=3637, k=3 -- N=3346, k=3 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) N=341855, k=14 N=344695, k=20 N=338856, k=4 N=2110269, k=76 N=338856, k=4 -- 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=339232, k=7 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) N=349435, k=13 N=349146, k=13 N=338856, k=4 N=2104592, k=76 N=338856, k=4 N=7428, k=6 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) N=8078, k=8 N=7566, k=6 -- N=8294, k=9 -- N=7409, k=6 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- N=427, k=2 -- N=4853, k=8 -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) N=349271, k=22 N=346279, k=16 N=338856, k=4 N=348909, k=19 N=338856, k=4 N=6808, k=6 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) N=7939, k=6 N=7630, k=6 -- N=8081, k=7 -- N=7428, k=6 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) ………………... N=347101, k=16 N=338856, k=4 N=350317, k=21 N=338856, k=4 N=7428, k=6 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .59 (.54-.63) ………………... N=345450, k=38 N=374650, k=70 N=338856, k=4 N=7421, k=6 
45. Language Development (Gc) .76 (.75-.76) .63 (.61-.64) ………………... N=345966, k=40 N=338856, k=4 -- 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .68 (.65-.70) .95 (.94-.96) .71 (.70-.72) ………………... N=338856, k=4 N=7608, k=7 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) .88 (.87-.88) .66 (.63-.69) .65 (.65-.65) .74 (.72-.75) ………………... -- 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) .80 (.72-.87) .80 (.73-.87) -- .85 (.81-.90) -- ………………... 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .69 (.68-.70) .82 (.81-.84) .70 (.70-.70) .89 (.89-.89) .68 (.68-.69) -- 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .59 (.56-.61) .72 (.70-.74) .65 (.62-.67) .79 (.75-.83) .57 (.53-.61) -- 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .67 (.66-.68) .91 (.90-.91) .67 (.67-.68) .96 (.94-.97) .69 (.67-.71) -- 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) 1.00 (.92-1.00) 1.00 (1.00-1.00) -- 1.00 (1.00-1.00) -- .98 (.92-1.00) 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- .50 (.30-.70) -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) .60 (.59-.60) .91 (.91-.92) .62 (.61-.63) 1.00 (1.00-1.00) .67 (.65-.68) -- 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) .65 (.62-.68) .69 (.64-.74) .57 (.55-.59) .70 (.66-.74) .65 (.62-.67) -- 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .47 (.37-.57) .93 (.88-.98) .59 (.53-.65) .88 (.83-.93) .56 (.49-.63) -- 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .40 (.31-.48) .79 (.76-.82) .46 (.40-.51) .78 (.75-.81) .48 (.43-.53) -- 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .15 (.07-.23) .71 (.70-.72) .31 (.27-.36) .65 (.63-.67) .29 (.25-.32) -- 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .79 (.72-.86) .65 (.61-.68) -- .87 (.86-.88) -- .96 (.90-1.00) 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .46 (.41-.51) .89 (.88-.90) .53 (.50-.55) .93 (.92-.94) .58 (.56-.60) -- 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .71 (.66-.76) .90 (.86-.95) .68 (.64-.71) .95 (.92-.98) .73 (.69-.77) -- 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .26 (.18-.34) .76 (.75-.78) .45 (.40-.49) .71 (.69-.72) .44 (.39-.48) -- 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .53 (.32-.73) .38 (.18-.57) .46 (.32-.60) -- -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .43 (.38-.49) .84 (.83-.86) .50 (.47-.52) .86 (.85-.88) .53 (.51-.54) -- 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .23 (.15-.32) .83 (.82-.83) .40 (.36-.45) .69 (.68-.71) .39 (.35-.43) -- 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .58 (.54-.62) .89 (.88-.90) .56 (.53-.60) .92 (.91-.93) .63 (.61-.65) .80 (.77-.84) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .55 (.54-.56) .94 (.92-.96) .64 (.63-.65) .97 (.94-1.00) .60 (.59-.62) -- 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 




























Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains (cont.) 
 
49. Artistic Know. 
(Gkn—A&H) 
50. Culin. Know. 
(Gkn—A&H) 
51. Lit. Know. 
(Gkn—A&H) 






1. Induction (Gf) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- N=167, k=1 -- -- -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Cont. 49. Artistic Know. 
(Gkn—A&H) 
50. Culin. Know. 
(Gkn—A&H) 
51. Lit. Know. 
(Gkn—A&H) 






36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) N=339176, k=5 N=338856, k=4 N=339343, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=489, k=2 N=339176, k=5 
45. Language Development (Gc) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=339023, k=5 N=4082, k=3 -- N=338856, k=4 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) ………………... N=338856, k=4 N=339404, k=6 -- N=548, k=2 N=339176, k=5 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .88 (.81-.95) ………………... N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .89 (.86-.92) .80 (.76-.85) ………………... -- N=548, k=2 N=339176, k=5 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- ………………... -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) .76 (.75-.76) -- .79 (.77-.80) -- ………………... N=320, k=1 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) .85 (.82-.87) .80 (.73-.87) .86 (.84-.89) -- .86 (.84-.89) ………………... 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) .73 (.72-.75) .66 (.64-.67) .67 (.66-.69) -- -- .71 (.70-.72) 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .74 (.70-.79) .68 (.66-.69) .87 (.84-.90) -- -- .86 (.82-.90) 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .56 (.52-.60) .42 (.39-.45) .71 (.69-.74) -- -- .69 (.66-.71) 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .36 (.32-.41) .26 (.21-.30) .51 (.48-.54) -- -- .56 (.53-.59) 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- 1.00 (1.00-1.00) -- -- 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .69 (.68-.70) .55 (.53-.57) .88 (.86-.91) -- .65 (.61-.70) .76 (.75-.76) 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .85 (.84-.87) .75 (.71-.78) .84 (.83-.85) -- .81 (.77-.85) .89 (.89-.90) 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .50 (.46-.54) .38 (.35-.41) .62 (.59-.65) -- -- .67 (.65-.68) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .62 (.62-.63) .49 (.47-.52) .82 (.78-.85) -- .56 (.55-.57) .72 (.71-.73) 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .53 (.49-.57) .41 (.39-.44) .70 (.68-.72) -- .57 (.49-.64) .71 (.69-.72) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .75 (.74-.76) .61 (.60-.63) .94 (.92-.96) 1.00 (1.00-1.00) .23 (.16-.30) .85 (.84-.86) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .87 (.83-.90) .80 (.75-.85) 1.00 (.96-1.00) -- -- .90 (.86-.93) 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 







































Know. (Mil.; Gkn)  
60. Realistic 
Knowledge (Gkn) 
1. Induction (Gf) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- -- -- N=288, k=1 -- -- 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- N=255, k=1 N=338856, k=4 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Cont. 55. Conventional 
Knowledge (Gkn) 







Know. (Mil.; Gkn)  
60. Realistic 
Knowledge (Gkn) 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
45. Language Development (Gc) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) ………………... -- N=338856, k=4 -- -- N=338856, k=4 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- ………………... -- N=304, k=2 -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .53 (.44-.61) -- ………………... -- -- N=338856, k=4 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- .72 (.57-.87) -- ………………... -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- ………………... -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .45 (.38-.51) -- .77 (.72-.81) -- -- ………………... 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .27 (.21-.32) -- .75 (.73-.77) -- -- .79 (.76-.81) 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .55 (.52-.59) -- .80 (.79-.82) -- -- .86 (.84-.87) 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .78 (.75-.82) -- .80 (.71-.88) -- -- .65 (.58-.71) 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .37 (.30-.43) -- .78 (.75-.80) -- .63 (.56-.69) .78 (.77-.78) 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- .35 (.12-.57) -- -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .46 (.40-.52) -- .85 (.83-.86) -- -- .78 (.77-.78) 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .33 (.26-.40) -- .86 (.86-.87) -- .62 (.61-.64) .80 (.80-.80) 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .59 (.54-.64) -- .85 (.81-.90) .44 (.26-.63) -- .79 (.77-.82) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .57 (.55-.60) -- .92 (.91-.94) -- -- .78 (.77-.78) 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 




























Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains (cont.) 
 
61. Real. Know. 
(App.) (Gkn) 
62. General Sci. 
Know. (Gkn—S) 
63. Life Sci. 
Know. (Gkn—S) 




66. Natural Sci. 
Know. (Gkn—S) 
1. Induction (Gf) N=339117, k=6 N=45221, k=26 N=339471, k=10 N=338856, k=4 N=372270, k=43 N=84, k=1 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- N=7485, k=8 -- -- N=3719, k=7 -- 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- N=1943255, k=72 N=1232, k=12 -- N=1929274, k=79 -- 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=4658, k=5 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=339540, k=8 N=84, k=1 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- N=15045, k=4 -- -- N=10963, k=1 -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=4658, k=5 -- -- N=684, k=4 -- 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- N=108, k=2 -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=783, k=3 -- -- N=983, k=4 N=282, k=1 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=437, k=2 -- -- N=437, k=2 -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- N=230, k=1 -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- N=4631, k=5 -- -- N=549, k=2 -- 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 N=167, k=1 -- N=549, k=3 -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- N=230, k=1 -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=338856, k=4 N=62163, k=37 N=340088, k=16 N=338856, k=4 N=391930, k=72 N=113, k=2 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- N=443377, k=12 -- -- N=443485, k=14 -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- N=35996, k=13 -- -- N=23593, k=14 -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) N=261, k=2 N=230, k=1 -- -- N=230, k=1 -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- N=137, k=1 -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- N=4312, k=4 -- -- N=230, k=1 -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- N=319, k=1 -- -- N=946, k=4 -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- N=149, k=1 -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- N=319, k=1 -- -- N=468, k=2 -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) N=338856, k=4 N=39910, k=27 N=340088, k=16 N=338856, k=4 N=367088, k=42 N=113, k=2 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- N=617, k=6 N=617, k=6 -- N=9935, k=20 N=113, k=2 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) N=338856, k=4 N=1474901, k=50 N=340088, k=16 N=338856, k=4 N=1812008, k=60 -- 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- N=85, k=1 -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- N=34, k=1 N=34, k=1 
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Cont. 61. Real. Know. 
(App.) (Gkn) 
62. General Sci. 
Know. (Gkn—S) 
63. Life Sci. 
Know. (Gkn—S) 




66. Natural Sci. 
Know. (Gkn—S) 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=1935830, k=65 N=340088, k=16 N=338856, k=4 N=2264865, k=75 -- 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=1238, k=15 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=1744594, k=50 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=2080673, k=53 -- 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- N=234, k=1 -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=6035, k=10 N=339471, k=10 N=338856, k=4 N=341855, k=14 -- 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- -- -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=6035, k=10 N=339471, k=10 N=338856, k=4 N=341855, k=14 -- 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) N=338856, k=4 N=11135, k=22 N=340575, k=18 N=339025, k=5 N=344753, k=20 N=84, k=1 
45. Language Development (Gc) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=339371, k=6 N=84, k=1 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) N=339117, k=6 N=1763378, k=68 N=340255, k=17 N=338856, k=4 N=2088222, k=75 N=84, k=1 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=338856, k=4 -- N=339404, k=6 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=338856, k=4 -- N=339571, k=7 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- N=4082, k=3 -- -- -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- N=548, k=2 N=169, k=1 -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 -- N=339176, k=5 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- N=48, k=1 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- N=348, k=1 -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) ………………... -- N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 -- 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- ………………... N=1232, k=12 -- N=1922923, k=63 -- 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .80 (.77-.82) 1.00 (1.00-1.00) ………………... N=338856, k=4 N=340088, k=16 -- 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .53 (.49-.58) -- .83 (.80-.86) ………………... N=338856, k=4 -- 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .84 (.79-.89) .80 (.79-.81) .82 (.81-.83) .60 (.55-.66) ………………... N=34, k=1 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- .40 (.06-.74) ………………... 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .70 (.67-.74) -- 1.00 (.97-1.00) .71 (.66-.75) .81 (.78-.83) -- 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .89 (.84-.94) .76 (.75-.77) .92 (.89-.94) .63 (.57-.68) .83 (.80-.86) -- 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .60 (.59-.62) 1.00 (1.00-1.00) .90 (.89-.92) .80 (.76-.84) .69 (.67-.71) .83 (.79-.88) 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .66 (.64-.67) -- .92 (.88-.96) .83 (.82-.83) .74 (.73-.74) -- 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
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= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 




























Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains (cont.) 
 
67. Phys. Science 
Knowledge (Gkn—S) 
68. Phys. Science 
Know. (App.) (Gkn—S) 
69. Social Studies 
Knowledge (Gkn) 
70. Social Studies 
Know. (Applied) (Gkn) 
1. Induction (Gf) N=338856, k=4 N=379581, k=26 N=343175, k=9 N=338856, k=4 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- N=2670, k=3 N=4082, k=3 -- 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- N=1940124, k=73 N=4235, k=4 -- 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=339432, k=6 N=343175, k=9 N=338856, k=4 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- N=10963, k=1 N=4082, k=3 -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- N=576, k=2 N=4082, k=3 -- 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=783, k=3 N=282, k=1 -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=437, k=2 -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 N=4082, k=3 -- 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=397, k=2 N=320, k=2 -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) N=338856, k=4 N=397392, k=40 N=343051, k=9 N=338856, k=4 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- N=443058, k=11 -- -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- N=35677, k=12 -- -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- N=230, k=1 -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- N=230, k=1 N=4082, k=3 -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- N=478, k=2 -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) N=338856, k=4 N=377790, k=29 N=338969, k=6 N=338856, k=4 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- N=617, k=6 N=113, k=2 -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) N=338856, k=4 N=1809675, k=51 N=342938, k=7 N=338856, k=4 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- N=34, k=1 -- 
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Cont. 67. Phys. Science 
Knowledge (Gkn—S) 
68. Phys. Science 
Know. (App.) (Gkn—S) 
69. Social Studies 
Knowledge (Gkn) 
70. Social Studies 
Know. (Applied) (Gkn) 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=2275501, k=70 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=2079792, k=52 N=342938, k=7 N=338856, k=4 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=340809, k=11 N=342938, k=7 N=338856, k=4 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) N=338856, k=4 N=340809, k=11 N=342938, k=7 N=338856, k=4 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) N=339176, k=5 N=345409, k=23 N=343662, k=11 N=338856, k=4 
45. Language Development (Gc) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338940, k=5 N=338856, k=4 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) N=338856, k=4 N=2099884, k=75 N=343342, k=10 N=338856, k=4 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=339404, k=6 N=339404, k=6 N=339404, k=6 N=338856, k=4 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) N=339404, k=6 N=339571, k=7 N=339571, k=7 N=338856, k=4 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- N=4082, k=3 -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) N=548, k=2 N=717, k=3 N=548, k=2 -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) N=339176, k=5 N=339176, k=5 N=339176, k=5 N=338856, k=4 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- N=48, k=1 -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- N=603, k=2 -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- N=1935115, k=63 N=4082, k=3 -- 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) N=339404, k=6 N=340803, k=19 N=339571, k=7 N=338856, k=4 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) N=338856, k=4 N=339025, k=5 N=338856, k=4 N=338856, k=4 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) N=338856, k=4 N=2262710, k=70 N=338890, k=5 N=338856, k=4 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- N=20607, k=9 -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) ………………... N=339404, k=6 N=339404, k=6 N=338856, k=4 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .96 (.92-1.00) ………………... N=339571, k=7 N=338856, k=4 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .87 (.86-.89) .77 (.77-.78) ………………... N=338856, k=4 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .87 (.82-.92) .85 (.82-.87) .98 (.96-1.00) ………………... 
Note. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals for these coefficients. Entries 
above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific 
knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—
general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage 
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and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—

























Convergent and Divergent Validity of Narrow Abilities across Second-Stratum Factors (Average and SD of Meta-Analytic ρ’s) 
 All Data  Large-Sample Estimates 
Construct Same Domain  Different Domains 
 
Same Domain  Different Domains 
 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 
Fluid Ability (Gf) .66 .07  .55 .13 
 
.66 .07  .56 .13 
Memory--Short Term Memory (Gsm) .54 .05  .42 .15 
 
.54 .05  .43 .14 
Memory--Long-Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr) .45 .15  .46 .16 
 
.42 .12  .47 .14 
      Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE) .45 .06  .41 .11 
 
.50 --  .41 .11 
      Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF) .52 .17  .47 .17 
 
.60 .05  .50 .15 
Visual Processing (Gv) .51 .12  .45 .15 
 
.51 .12  .45 .14 
      Minus visual memory .54 .12  .46 .15 
 
.54 .12  .47 .14 
Auditory Processing (Ga) .62 .14  .49 .13 
 
.61 .18  .52 .10 
Processing Speed (Gs) .58 .16  .43 .16 
 
.58 .16  .42 .16 
Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt) -- --  .39 .12 
 
-- --  .41 .07 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) .91 --  .61 .15 
 
.91 --  .63 .14 
Verbal Ability---Reading and Writing (Grw) .77 .08  .56 .18 
 
.77 .08  .57 .17 
Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .75 .11  .60 .19 
 
.75 .11  .62 .18 
Domain-Specific Knowledge (Gkn) .72 .17  .56 .21 
 
.73 .17  .57 .20 
Note. Same Domain = average 𝜌 across narrow abilities within second-stratum factor; Same Domain = average 𝜌 between narrow abilities within second-stratum factor and all 
other abilities; All data = complete dataset; Large-Sample Estimates = meta-analytic correlations with either N  ≥ 2000, or N  ≥ 500 and k ≥ 3.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = 
domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 











Convergent and Divergent Validity of Narrow Abilities across Second-Stratum Factors (Separately within Crystallized and Fluid Clusters) 
 All Data  Large-Sample Estimates 
Construct Same Domain  Different Domains 
 
Same Domain  Different Domains 
 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 









Fluid Ability (Gf) .66 .07  .49 .13 
 
.66 .07  .50 .13 
Memory--Short Term Memory (Gsm) .54 .05  .41 .16 
 
.54 .05  .41 .15 
Memory--Long-Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr) .45 .15  .42 .13 
 
.42 .12  .42 .12 
      Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE) .45 .06  .39 .12 
 
.50 --  .40 .13 
      Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF) .52 .17  .42 .13 
 
.60 .05  .41 .11 
Visual Processing (Gv) .51 .12  .43 .15 
 
.51 .12  .44 .14 
      Minus visual memory .54 .12  .44 .15 
 
.54 .12  .46 .15 
Auditory Processing (Ga) .62 .14  .48 .11 
 
.61 .18  .48 .11 
Processing Speed (Gs) .58 .16  .46 .13 
 
.58 .16  .45 .13 
Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt) -- --  .42 .12 
 










Quantitative Ability (Gq) .91 --  .67 .10 
 
.91 --  .67 .10 
Verbal Ability---Reading and Writing (Grw) .77 .08  .65 .16 
 
.77 .08  .65 .16 
Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .75 .11  .70 .17 
 
.75 .11  .71 .16 
Domain-Specific Knowledge (Gkn) .72 .17  .67 .18 
 
.73 .17  .68 .17 
Note. Same Domain = average 𝜌 across narrow abilities within second-stratum factor; Same Domain = average 𝜌 between narrow abilities within second-stratum factor and all 
other abilities; All data = complete dataset; Large-Sample Estimates = meta-analytic correlations with either N  ≥ 2000, or N  ≥ 500 and k ≥ 3.Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = 
domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 







Exploratory Factor Analysis of Fluid Ability 
 
 Factor 
Construct Fluid Ability 
Induction .92 
Quantitative Reasoning .79 
General Sequential Reasoning .74 
  
Eigenvalues (unrotated solution) 2.33 
% of variance accounted for 78 


























Exploratory Factor Analysis of Memory—Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
 
 Factor 
Construct Long Term Storage and Retrieval 
Originality/Creativity .75 
Ideational Fluency .74 
Associative Memory .42 
  
Eigenvalues (unrotated solution) 1.80 
% of variance accounted for 60 


























Exploratory Factor Analysis of Visual Processing 
 
 Factor 
Construct Processing Speed 
Visualization .88 
Spatial Scanning .72 
Closure Speed .71 
Visual Memory .63 
Flexibility of Closure .58 
  
Eigenvalues (unrotated solution) 3.00 
% of variance accounted for 60 

























Exploratory Factor Analysis of Processing Speed 
 
 Factor 
Construct Processing Speed 
Pattern Recognition .92 
Scanning .87 
Number Facility .71 
  
Eigenvalues (unrotated solution) 2.11 
% of variance accounted for 70 


























Exploratory Factor Analysis of Verbal Ability—Reading and Writing 
 
 Factor 
Construct Reading and Writing 
Spelling Ability .91 
Writing Ability .86 
Reading Comprehension .84 
Native Language Usage .83 
  
Eigenvalues (unrotated solution) 3.23 
% of variance accounted for 81 
Note. Meta-analytic mean correlation of spelling ability and reading decoding are near unity; only the former is included in the present factor analysis. Large 
























Exploratory Factor Analysis of Verbal Ability—Comprehension Knowledge 
 
 Factor 
Construct Comprehension Knowledge 
Lexical Knowledge .98 
General Verbal information .93 
Communication Ability .77 
Language Development .74 
  
Eigenvalues (unrotated solution) 3.18 
% of variance accounted for 80 

























Exploratory Factor Analysis of Domain Specific Knowledge 
 
 Factor 
Construct “Data” Interest Domains  “People” Interest Domains  
Realistic Knowledge (Applied) .99 -.17 
Mechanical Knowledge .90 .01 
Realistic Knowledge .77 .16 
Physical Sciences Knowledge .71 .27 
Investigative Knowledge .61 .42 
Social Studies Knowledge .47 .55 
Business Knowledge .24 .78 
Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) .12 .87 
Conventional Knowledge -.17 .90 
Artistic Knowledge -.04 .95 
   
Eigenvalues (unrotated solution) 7.27 1.32 
% of variance accounted for 73 13 
   
Factor Correlations 
Hard Sciences/Mechanical 1.00 0.61 
Non-Hard Sciences/Mechanical 0.61 1.00 













Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix used for Narrow Factor EFA—Original Unsmoothed Matrix 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. Induction (Gf) ……. 
     
           
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) .68 ……. 
    
           
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) .73 .58 ……. 
   
           
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .46 .44 .33 ……. 
  
           
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) .64 .53 .58 .58 ……. 
 
           
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) .58 .51 .40 .36 .44 …….            
7. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .43 .29 .29 .35 .38 .29 …….           
8. Visualization (Gv) .65 .57 .61 .28 .53 .49 .28 …….          
9. Visual Memory (Gv) .44 .47 .22 .32 .40 .41 .39 .51 …….         
10. Phonetic Coding (Ga) .60 .49 .43 .53 .51 .49 .33 .51 .34 …….        
11. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) .33 .49 .62 .22 .49 .35 .43 .29 .35 .36 …….       
12. Number Facility (Gs) .46 .46 .68 .33 .48 .33 .55 .29 .30 .36 .58 …….      
13. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .72 .71 .88 .49 .61 .52 .30 .53 .33 .55 .21 .47 …….     
14. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .76 .55 .77 .56 .54 .47 .38 .48 .33 .60 .58 .62 .77 …….    
15. Reading Decoding (Grw) .55 .45 .56 .49 .48 .39 .33 .48 .33 .56 .40 .50 .66 .74 …….   
16. Native Language Usage (Grw) .63 .56 .70 .52 .60 .34 .28 .37 .20 .57 .26 .47 .66 .73 .79 …….  
17. Writing Ability (Grw) .55 .49 .56 .42 .44 .39 .30 .45 .36 .51 .43 .48 .62 .74 .68 .67 ……. 
18. Spelling Ability (Grw) .52 .59 .71 .58 .64 .48 .34 .22 .35 .64 .31 .53 .61 .73 .99 .77 .82 
19. General Verbal information (Gc) .68 .56 .56 .47 .54 .46 .33 .49 .35 .56 .24 .43 .73 .85 .64 .63 .57 
20. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .73 .58 .75 .53 .56 .45 .48 .50 .37 .56 .54 .57 .76 .90 .68 .69 .58 
21. Listening Ability (Gc) .65 .54 .50 .48 .53 .46 .39 .50 .44 .56 .35 .41 .74 .77 .64 .74 .56 
22. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .76 .58 .77 .50 .70 .43 .41 .62 .29 .61 .51 .52 .90 .81 .75 .87 .65 










Cont. 18 19 20 21 22              
1. Induction (Gf) 
     
             
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 
     
             
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 
     
             
4. Memory Span (Gsm) 
     
             
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 
     
             
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 
     
             
7. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) 
     
             
8. Visualization (Gv) 
     
             
9. Visual Memory (Gv) 
     
             
10. Phonetic Coding (Ga) 
     
             
11. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) 
     
             
12. Number Facility (Gs) 
     
             
13. Quantitative Ability (Gq) 
     
             
14. Reading Comprehension (Grw) 
     
             
15. Reading Decoding (Grw) 
     
             
16. Native Language Usage (Grw) 
     
             
17. Writing Ability (Grw) 
     
             
18. Spelling Ability (Grw) ……. 
    
             
19. General Verbal information (Gc) .59 ……. 
   
             
20. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .68 .95 ……. 
  
             
21. Listening Ability (Gc) .80 .80 .85 ……. 
 
             
22. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .79 .65 .87 .96 …….              
Note. Entries are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal 
are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = 
domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning 
efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = 











Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix used for Narrow Factor EFA—Smoothed Matrix 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. Induction (Gf) ...... 
     
           
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) .66 ...... 
    
           
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) .69 .58 ...... 
   
           
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .46 .44 .32 ...... 
  
           
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) .63 .53 .58 .57 ...... 
 
           
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) .57 .51 .40 .36 .44 ......            
7. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .43 .29 .29 .35 .38 .29 ......           
8. Visualization (Gv) .65 .54 .55 .27 .51 .47 .27 ......          
9. Visual Memory (Gv) .43 .47 .22 .32 .40 .41 .39 .50 ......         
10. Phonetic Coding (Ga) .59 .49 .43 .53 .51 .49 .33 .49 .34 ......        
11. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) .34 .46 .55 .22 .46 .33 .42 .31 .34 .34 ......       
12. Number Facility (Gs) .46 .45 .66 .33 .47 .33 .55 .29 .30 .36 .57 ......      
13. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .72 .66 .79 .48 .58 .50 .29 .54 .31 .52 .24 .46 ......     
14. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .75 .55 .75 .55 .54 .47 .38 .47 .33 .60 .56 .62 .74 ......    
15. Reading Decoding (Grw) .52 .46 .58 .48 .49 .39 .33 .43 .33 .56 .36 .49 .60 .72 ......   
16. Native Language Usage (Grw) .63 .54 .65 .51 .58 .33 .28 .38 .19 .56 .27 .47 .67 .72 .75 ......  
17. Writing Ability (Grw) .54 .49 .56 .42 .45 .39 .30 .42 .36 .51 .40 .47 .58 .73 .68 .65 ...... 
18. Spelling Ability (Grw) .52 .53 .59 .55 .58 .44 .32 .25 .33 .59 .34 .51 .62 .69 .87 .76 .75 
19. General Verbal information (Gc) .67 .54 .53 .47 .51 .45 .32 .48 .35 .55 .24 .42 .70 .82 .61 .62 .55 
20. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .72 .57 .71 .52 .56 .44 .47 .49 .36 .55 .52 .56 .74 .90 .66 .68 .57 
21. Listening Ability (Gc) .63 .53 .50 .47 .53 .45 .38 .47 .43 .56 .32 .40 .70 .75 .65 .71 .56 
22. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .72 .57 .75 .49 .67 .42 .40 .58 .29 .59 .47 .50 .81 .79 .71 .82 .63 











Cont. 18 19 20 21 22              
1. Induction (Gf) 
     
             
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 
     
             
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 
     
             
4. Memory Span (Gsm) 
     
             
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 
     
             
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 
     
             
7. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) 
     
             
8. Visualization (Gv) 
     
             
9. Visual Memory (Gv) 
     
             
10. Phonetic Coding (Ga) 
     
             
11. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) 
     
             
12. Number Facility (Gs) 
     
             
13. Quantitative Ability (Gq) 
     
             
14. Reading Comprehension (Grw) 
     
             
15. Reading Decoding (Grw) 
     
             
16. Native Language Usage (Grw) 
     
             
17. Writing Ability (Grw) 
     
             
18. Spelling Ability (Grw) ...... 
    
             
19. General Verbal information (Gc) .57 ...... 
   
             
20. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .64 .90 ...... 
  
             
21. Listening Ability (Gc) .71 .76 .83 ...... 
 
             
22. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .72 .65 .81 .89 ......              
Note. Entries are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal 
are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = 
domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning 
efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = 










Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix used for Narrow Factor EFA—Change in Correlations from Original to Smoothed Matrix 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. Induction (Gf) ...... 
     
           
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -.02 ...... 
    
           
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -.04 .00 ...... 
   
           
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .00 .00 -.01 ...... 
  
           
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -.01 .00 .00 -.01 ...... 
 
           
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -.01 .00 .00 .00 .00 ......            
7. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 ......           
8. Visualization (Gv) .00 -.03 -.06 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.01 ......          
9. Visual Memory (Gv) -.01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.01 ......         
10. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -.01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.02 .00 ......        
11. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) .01 -.03 -.07 .00 -.03 -.02 -.01 .02 -.01 -.02 ......       
12. Number Facility (Gs) .00 -.01 -.02 .00 -.01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 -.01 ......      
13. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .00 -.05 -.09 -.01 -.03 -.02 -.01 .01 -.02 -.03 .03 -.01 ......     
14. Reading Comprehension (Grw) -.01 .00 -.02 -.01 .00 .00 .00 -.01 .00 .00 -.02 .00 -.03 ......    
15. Reading Decoding (Grw) -.03 .01 .02 -.01 .01 .00 .00 -.05 .00 .00 -.04 -.01 -.06 -.02 ......   
16. Native Language Usage (Grw) .00 -.02 -.05 -.01 -.02 -.01 .00 .01 -.01 -.01 .01 .00 .01 -.01 -.04 ......  
17. Writing Ability (Grw) -.01 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 -.03 .00 .00 -.03 -.01 -.04 -.01 .00 -.02 ...... 
18. Spelling Ability (Grw) .00 -.06 -.12 -.03 -.06 -.04 -.02 .03 -.02 -.05 .03 -.02 .01 -.04 -.12 -.01 -.07 
19. General Verbal information (Gc) -.01 -.02 -.03 .00 -.03 -.01 -.01 -.01 .00 -.01 .00 -.01 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.01 -.02 
20. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) -.01 -.01 -.04 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.01 -.02 .00 -.02 -.01 -.01 
21. Listening Ability (Gc) -.02 -.01 .00 -.01 .00 -.01 -.01 -.03 -.01 .00 -.03 -.01 -.04 -.02 .01 -.03 .00 
22. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -.04 -.01 -.02 -.01 -.03 -.01 -.01 -.04 .00 -.02 -.04 -.02 -.09 -.02 -.04 -.05 -.02 










Cont. 18 19 20 21 22              
1. Induction (Gf) 
     
             
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) 
     
             
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) 
     
             
4. Memory Span (Gsm) 
     
             
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) 
     
             
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) 
     
             
7. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) 
     
             
8. Visualization (Gv) 
     
             
9. Visual Memory (Gv) 
     
             
10. Phonetic Coding (Ga) 
     
             
11. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) 
     
             
12. Number Facility (Gs) 
     
             
13. Quantitative Ability (Gq) 
     
             
14. Reading Comprehension (Grw) 
     
             
15. Reading Decoding (Grw) 
     
             
16. Native Language Usage (Grw) 
     
             
17. Writing Ability (Grw) 
     
             
18. Spelling Ability (Grw) ...... 
    
             
19. General Verbal information (Gc) -.02 ...... 
   
             
20. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) -.04 -.05 ...... 
  
             
21. Listening Ability (Gc) -.09 -.04 -.02 ...... 
 
             
22. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -.07 .00 -.06 -.07 ......              
Note. Entries are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal 
are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = 
domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = 
verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning 
efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = 












Exploratory Factor Analysis of Narrow Ability Factors—All Data Included 
 
 Factor 





















Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) .83 .04 .19 .05 .11 .05 -.05 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) .49 .14 -.15 .12 .09 .19 .23 
Visualization (Gv) .40 .23 -.16 .13 -.25 .14 .26 
General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) .39 -.04 -.10 .00 .19 .20 .14 
Number Facility (Gs) .37 -.11 .31 .09 .21 .11 -.07 
Induction (Gf) .31 .13 .01 .25 -.04 .24 .19 
Associative Memory (Glr—LE) .19 -.15 -.10 .14 .17 .14 .18 
Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) .25 .33 -.06 -.06 .31 .14 .06 
Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) .16 .00 .70 .10 -.02 -.06 .08 
Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -.09 .13 .39 -.20 .09 .23 .13 
Reading Comprehension (Grw) .08 .00 .28 .45 .08 .36 .12 
Spelling Ability (Grw) .09 -.07 -.01 -.02 .91 -.01 .13 
Reading Decoding (Grw) -.01 .17 .07 .09 .72 .13 -.02 
Writing Ability (Grw) .05 .01 .02 .42 .50 .00 .03 
Native Language Usage (Grw) .14 .27 -.03 .12 .42 .03 .23 
Memory Span (Gsm) -.22 .18 .17 .12 .38 .22 .00 
Phonetic Coding (Ga) -.05 .19 -.01 .18 .33 .17 .10 
General Verbal information (Gc) .02 .01 -.09 .07 .04 .94 .01 
Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .13 .04 .28 -.05 .01 .65 .21 
Listening Ability (Gc) -.08 -.04 .02 .03 .10 .14 .87 
General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .19 .27 .13 .08 .11 -.09 .64 
Visual Memory (Gv) .06 -.32 -.02 .02 .08 .12 .37 
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Eigenvalues 12.15 1.50 1.27 1.06 .85 .75 .63 
% of variance accounted for 55 7 6 5 4 3 3 
        
 Factor Correlations 
Fluid Ability 1 .37 .32 .46 .40 .44 .47 
Short-Term Memory—Working Memory .37 1 .11 .28 .28 .28 .39 
Perceptual Speed .32 .11 1 .24 .31 .26 .25 
Reading and Writing--Reading Comp. .46 .28 .24 1 .47 .51 .40 
Reading and Writing—Spelling .40 .28 .31 .47 1 .49 .56 
Comprehension Know.—General Verbal Info. .44 .28 .26 .51 .49 1 .66 
Comprehension Know.— --Listening Ability .47 .39 .25 .40 .56 .66 1 






















Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Woodcock-Johnson Tests, Sorted into Factor Domains (1st set of columns) 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Induction (Gf) ………………... N=7045, k=7 N=8210, k=7 N=8377, k=7 N=6808, k=6 N=7505, k=7 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) .65 (.59-.70) ………………... N=7045, k=7 N=7045, k=7 N=6526, k=6 N=6836, k=7 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) .62 (.54-.70) .57 (.53-.62) ………………... N=8206, k=7 N=6956, k=6 N=7410, k=7 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .46 (.42-.49) .48 (.45-.51) .36 (.34-.39) ………………... N=6956, k=6 N=7510, k=7 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) .53 (.48-.58) .52 (.47-.57) .49 (.44-.53) .63 (.60-.66) ………………... N=6637, k=6 
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) .55 (.50-.60) .49 (.41-.57) .39 (.32-.46) .41 (.36-.46) .44 (.37-.50) ………………... 
7. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) .42 (.36-.47) .44 (.38-.50) .41 (.36-.46) .27 (.10-.43) .38 (.37-.38) .42 (.33-.51) 
8. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .36 (.30-.41) .27 (.22-.31) .26 (.21-.31) .35 (.33-.38) .37 (.32-.41) .28 (.21-.34) 
9. Visualization (Gv) .58 (.53-.62) .60 (.57-.64) .49 (.44-.54) .44 (.38-.49) .48 (.44-.52) .52 (.46-.57) 
10. Closure Speed (Gv) .32 (.19-.46) .26 (.11-.40) .20 (.05-.35) .16 (.00-.32) -- .30 (.16-.44) 
11. Visual Memory (Gv) .36 (.30-.41) .45 (.40-.51) .21 (.14-.28) .34 (.29-.39) .36 (.31-.42) .44 (.38-.51) 
12. Phonetic Coding (Ga) .50 (.46-.54) .47 (.41-.54) .43 (.38-.49) .53 (.47-.59) .50 (.45-.55) .48 (.41-.54) 
13. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) .42 (.37-.47) .42 (.35-.48) .44 (.36-.52) .33 (.29-.36) .45 (.39-.52) .31 (.22-.39) 
14. Reading Speed (Gs) .49 (.46-.52) .47 (.44-.51) .44 (.29-.59) .49 (.46-.53) .52 (.45-.59) .43 (.32-.53) 
15. Number Facility (Gs) .48 (.40-.55) .39 (.32-.47) .64 (.59-.68) .31 (.25-.36) .46 (.41-.51) .27 (.17-.37) 
16. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .40 (.28-.53) .39 (.26-.52) .32 (.16-.47) .29 (.21-.37) .38 (.24-.51) .37 (.18-.55) 
17. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .69 (.64-.74) .63 (.58-.68) .80 (.78-.82) .42 (.40-.44) .55 (.52-.59) .47 (.41-.52) 
18. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .65 (.60-.69) .50 (.41-.58) .60 (.52-.68) .47 (.42-.52) .52 (.46-.58) .45 (.39-.51) 
19. Reading Decoding (Grw) .46 (.40-.52) .44 (.35-.52) .56 (.51-.62) .48 (.43-.54) .47 (.41-.54) .39 (.32-.46) 
20. Reading Speed (Grw) .53 (.49-.57) -- .50 (.44-.55) -- -- -- 
21. Native Language Usage (Grw) .42 (.34-.49) .48 (.41-.55) .62 (.56-.67) .47 (.42-.51) .54 (.49-.59) .31 (.19-.42) 
22. Writing Ability (Grw) .46 (.36-.56) .47 (.38-.57) .56 (.51-.61) .42 (.34-.51) .43 (.34-.53) .39 (.30-.48) 
23. Spelling Ability (Grw) .47 (.40-.54) .46 (.37-.55) .63 (.60-.67) .49 (.44-.53) .51 (.45-.57) .39 (.29-.48) 
24. General Verbal information (Gc) .52 (.44-.60) .52 (.42-.61) .52 (.44-.59) .44 (.38-.51) .49 (.42-.55) .42 (.33-.50) 
25. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .55 (.52-.57) .45 (.38-.53) .50 (.44-.56) .43 (.41-.46) .46 (.41-.51) .44 (.38-.50) 
26. Listening Ability (Gc) .55 (.49-.60) .52 (.43-.61) .50 (.45-.54) .48 (.44-.52) .52 (.47-.57) .45 (.38-.52) 
27. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .43 (.38-.48) .49 (.44-.53) .56 (.51-.61) .50 (.46-.53) .52 (.49-.56) .35 (.30-.40) 
28. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .48 (.47-.50) .49 (.47-.51) .64 (.61-.67) .40 (.39-.42) .56 (.54-.58) .34 (.32-.37) 







Table 47. (con’t.) 
Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Woodcock-Johnson Tests, Sorted into Factor Domains (2nd set of columns) 
 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Induction (Gf) N=1151, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=7579, k=6 N=239, k=1 N=7019, k=7 N=7372, k=7 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=1151, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=6806, k=6 N=239, k=1 N=7017, k=7 N=6682, k=7 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=1151, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=7579, k=6 N=239, k=1 N=7019, k=7 N=7323, k=7 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=1151, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=7579, k=6 N=239, k=1 N=7019, k=7 N=7376, k=7 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=1151, k=3 N=6411, k=6 N=6912, k=6 -- N=6513, k=6 N=6518, k=6 
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=1151, k=3 N=6482, k=6 N=6984, k=6 N=239, k=1 N=6823, k=7 N=6889, k=7 
7. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) ………………... N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 -- N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 
8. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .26 (.18-.35) ………………... N=6576, k=6 -- N=6576, k=6 N=6290, k=6 
9. Visualization (Gv) .29 (.19-.38) .25 (.22-.29) ………………... -- N=6780, k=6 N=6931, k=6 
10. Closure Speed (Gv) -- -- -- ………………... N=239, k=1 N=239, k=1 
11. Visual Memory (Gv) .31 (.26-.36) .39 (.32-.46) .49 (.42-.55) .52 (.38-.66) ………………... N=6665, k=7 
12. Phonetic Coding (Ga) .37 (.31-.43) .33 (.27-.38) .48 (.42-.53) .25 (.10-.40) .33 (.27-.39) ………………... 
13. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) .27 (.24-.30) .42 (.37-.47) .39 (.33-.45) .23 (.08-.38) .31 (.23-.39) .34 (.28-.41) 
14. Reading Speed (Gs) .42 (.33-.50) .57 (.48-.66) .38 (.34-.42) -- .38 (.29-.47) .47 (.39-.55) 
15. Number Facility (Gs) .33 (.29-.37) .43 (.38-.48) .35 (.30-.41) -- .29 (.24-.34) .36 (.31-.41) 
16. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .32 (.24-.41) .48 (.39-.57) .40 (.28-.52) -- .38 (.29-.47) .36 (.23-.48) 
17. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .50 (.44-.56) .27 (.22-.33) .61 (.55-.68) .26 (.12-.40) .31 (.26-.35) .50 (.45-.54) 
18. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .43 (.36-.50) .37 (.33-.42) .51 (.47-.55) .36 (.22-.50) .32 (.27-.38) .58 (.53-.63) 
19. Reading Decoding (Grw) .38 (.36-.40) .33 (.29-.37) .45 (.42-.48) .32 (.18-.46) .33 (.28-.38) .56 (.52-.60) 
20. Reading Speed (Grw) -- .51 (.46-.56) -- -- -- -- 
21. Native Language Usage (Grw) .46 (.41-.51) .26 (.19-.32) .44 (.38-.51) -- .19 (.08-.29) .51 (.46-.57) 
22. Writing Ability (Grw) .40 (.27-.52) .30 (.22-.38) .42 (.35-.49) .21 (.06-.35) .37 (.33-.41) .51 (.45-.57) 
23. Spelling Ability (Grw) .42 (.37-.48) .28 (.22-.33) .43 (.40-.45) -- .29 (.22-.35) .51 (.46-.56) 
24. General Verbal information (Gc) .53 (.47-.59) .31 (.25-.37) .48 (.43-.54) -- .32 (.27-.38) .52 (.44-.61) 
25. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .48 (.39-.58) .43 (.37-.49) .49 (.45-.53) .39 (.25-.52) .32 (.27-.37) .51 (.44-.58) 
26. Listening Ability (Gc) .54 (.48-.59) .39 (.34-.45) .47 (.42-.52) -- .44 (.38-.50) .56 (.49-.63) 
27. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .33 (.30-.36) .46 (.41-.51) -- .24 (.19-.29) .54 (.46-.63) 
28. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .33 (.30-.37) .41 (.37-.44) -- .23 (.18-.27) .50 (.45-.54) 







Table 47. (con’t.) 
Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Woodcock-Johnson Tests, Sorted into Factor Domains (3rd set of columns) 
 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Induction (Gf) N=6990, k=7 N=2414, k=3 N=7881, k=6 N=3637, k=3 N=8322, k=7 N=7650, k=7 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=6306, k=7 N=2414, k=3 N=6806, k=6 N=2724, k=3 N=7045, k=7 N=7045, k=7 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=6902, k=7 N=2414, k=3 N=7909, k=6 N=3637, k=3 N=8267, k=7 N=8267, k=7 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=6979, k=7 N=2414, k=3 N=7877, k=6 N=3637, k=3 N=8320, k=7 N=8393, k=7 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=6142, k=6 N=2289, k=3 N=6949, k=6 N=2874, k=3 N=6956, k=6 N=6770, k=6 
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=6540, k=7 N=2352, k=3 N=7126, k=6 N=2972, k=3 N=7467, k=7 N=7513, k=7 
7. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) N=1144, k=3 N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 
8. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) N=5952, k=6 N=2381, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=2494, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=6576, k=6 
9. Visualization (Gv) N=6454, k=6 N=2414, k=3 N=7573, k=6 N=3497, k=3 N=7579, k=6 N=7579, k=6 
10. Closure Speed (Gv) N=239, k=1 -- -- -- N=239, k=1 N=239, k=1 
11. Visual Memory (Gv) N=6293, k=7 N=2414, k=3 N=6780, k=6 N=2698, k=3 N=7019, k=7 N=7019, k=7 
12. Phonetic Coding (Ga) N=6472, k=7 N=2155, k=3 N=7044, k=6 N=2910, k=3 N=7361, k=7 N=7376, k=7 
13. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) ………………... N=1830, k=3 N=6618, k=6 N=2442, k=3 N=6959, k=7 N=7004, k=7 
14. Reading Speed (Gs) .59 (.47-.70) ………………... N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 
15. Number Facility (Gs) .63 (.57-.69) .68 (.58-.79) ………………... N=3590, k=3 N=7909, k=6 N=7909, k=6 
16. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .60 (.50-.70) .57 (.47-.67) .46 (.32-.60) ………………... N=3637, k=3 N=3637, k=3 
17. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .45 (.36-.53) .49 (.38-.60) .61 (.55-.68) .33 (.17-.49) ………………... N=8440, k=7 
18. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .45 (.37-.52) .57 (.49-.64) .50 (.42-.59) .37 (.25-.50) .71 (.66-.76) ………………... 
19. Reading Decoding (Grw) .39 (.33-.45) .59 (.53-.66) .50 (.45-.56) .32 (.21-.43) .60 (.57-.64) .72 (.66-.77) 
20. Reading Speed (Grw) .80 (.78-.83) -- .67 (.63-.72) -- .60 (.56-.64) .68 (.63-.72) 
21. Native Language Usage (Grw) .42 (.35-.50) .57 (.48-.67) .55 (.50-.60) .35 (.20-.51) .68 (.65-.72) .72 (.65-.78) 
22. Writing Ability (Grw) .43 (.36-.49) .61 (.53-.68) .48 (.42-.55) .42 (.27-.57) .56 (.50-.63) .72 (.66-.77) 
23. Spelling Ability (Grw) .47 (.41-.52) .67 (.63-.71) .64 (.59-.68) .35 (.25-.45) .65 (.62-.69) .69 (.64-.75) 
24. General Verbal information (Gc) .32 (.25-.39) .61 (.53-.69) .45 (.38-.52) .40 (.26-.53) .68 (.63-.74) .73 (.67-.79) 
25. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .33 (.24-.41) .51 (.39-.64) .39 (.29-.48) .37 (.21-.53) .66 (.61-.71) .72 (.67-.77) 
26. Listening Ability (Gc) .34 (.28-.41) .60 (.53-.68) .41 (.35-.47) .38 (.25-.52) .67 (.65-.70) .75 (.72-.78) 
27. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .33 (.26-.39) -- .43 (.39-.48) -- .68 (.64-.72) .59 (.50-.68) 
28. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .34 (.30-.38) -- .35 (.32-.38) -- .73 (.71-.76) .64 (.60-.68) 







Table 47. (con’t.) 
Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Woodcock-Johnson Tests, Sorted into Factor Domains (4th set of columns) 
 19 20 21 22 23 24 
1. Induction (Gf) N=8114, k=7 N=4082, k=3 N=6808, k=6 N=8135, k=7 N=8016, k=6 N=7630, k=6 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=7045, k=7 -- N=6724, k=6 N=7045, k=7 N=6806, k=6 N=6806, k=6 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=8048, k=7 N=4082, k=3 N=6808, k=6 N=8178, k=7 N=8008, k=6 N=7630, k=6 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=8113, k=7 -- N=6808, k=6 N=8131, k=7 N=8012, k=6 N=7630, k=6 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=6920, k=6 -- N=6527, k=6 N=6956, k=6 N=6956, k=6 N=6912, k=6 
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=7372, k=7 -- N=6598, k=6 N=7372, k=7 N=7194, k=6 N=7009, k=6 
7. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) N=1151, k=3 -- N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 
8. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) N=6576, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=6576, k=6 N=6576, k=6 N=6576, k=6 N=6576, k=6 
9. Visualization (Gv) N=7516, k=6 -- N=6808, k=6 N=7579, k=6 N=7579, k=6 N=7516, k=6 
10. Closure Speed (Gv) N=239, k=1 -- -- N=239, k=1 -- -- 
11. Visual Memory (Gv) N=7019, k=7 -- N=6715, k=6 N=7019, k=7 N=6780, k=6 N=6780, k=6 
12. Phonetic Coding (Ga) N=7254, k=7 -- N=6445, k=6 N=7296, k=7 N=7099, k=6 N=6945, k=6 
13. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) N=6851, k=7 N=4082, k=3 N=6068, k=6 N=6864, k=7 N=6686, k=6 N=6479, k=6 
14. Reading Speed (Gs) N=2414, k=3 -- N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 
15. Number Facility (Gs) N=7749, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=6808, k=6 N=7899, k=6 N=7909, k=6 N=7630, k=6 
16. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) N=3544, k=3 -- N=2726, k=3 N=3615, k=3 N=3637, k=3 N=3502, k=3 
17. Quantitative Ability (Gq) N=8134, k=7 N=4082, k=3 N=6808, k=6 N=8178, k=7 N=8060, k=6 N=7630, k=6 
18. Reading Comprehension (Grw) N=8208, k=7 N=4082, k=3 N=6808, k=6 N=8178, k=7 N=8060, k=6 N=7630, k=6 
19. Reading Decoding (Grw) ………………... -- N=6808, k=6 N=8003, k=7 N=7824, k=6 N=7566, k=6 
20. Reading Speed (Grw) -- ………………... -- -- -- -- 
21. Native Language Usage (Grw) .71 (.67-.75) -- ………………... N=6808, k=6 N=6808, k=6 N=6808, k=6 
22. Writing Ability (Grw) .68 (.64-.72) -- .60 (.53-.67) ………………... N=7939, k=6 N=7630, k=6 
23. Spelling Ability (Grw) .80 (.76-.84) -- .80 (.75-.85) .66 (.58-.74) ………………... N=7630, k=6 
24. General Verbal information (Gc) .60 (.50-.70) -- .64 (.58-.71) .54 (.38-.70) .65 (.59-.71) ………………... 
25. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .61 (.57-.65) .55 (.51-.59) .64 (.57-.70) .53 (.43-.62) .58 (.54-.63) .86 (.81-.90) 
26. Listening Ability (Gc) .64 (.59-.68) -- .66 (.61-.71) .56 (.46-.66) .64 (.58-.70) .76 (.69-.82) 
27. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .57 (.50-.64) -- .65 (.61-.69) .42 (.35-.49) .62 (.56-.67) .77 (.73-.82) 
28. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .61 (.57-.65) -- .66 (.64-.69) .52 (.48-.57) .61 (.56-.66) .60 (.58-.63) 







Table 47. (con’t.) 
Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Woodcock-Johnson Tests, Sorted into Factor Domains (5th set of columns) 
 25 26 27 28 29 
1. Induction (Gf) N=8243, k=7 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) N=7045, k=7 N=6806, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) N=8156, k=7 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) N=8275, k=7 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) N=6956, k=6 N=6835, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
6. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) N=7450, k=7 N=6908, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
7. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) N=1151, k=3 N=1151, k=3 -- -- -- 
8. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) N=6576, k=6 N=6576, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
9. Visualization (Gv) N=7579, k=6 N=7355, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
10. Closure Speed (Gv) N=239, k=1 -- -- -- -- 
11. Visual Memory (Gv) N=7019, k=7 N=6780, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
12. Phonetic Coding (Ga) N=7343, k=7 N=6811, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
13. Perceptual Speed (Gs—PS) N=6912, k=7 N=6378, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
14. Reading Speed (Gs) N=2414, k=3 N=2414, k=3 -- -- -- 
15. Number Facility (Gs) N=7827, k=6 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
16. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) N=3637, k=3 N=3346, k=3 -- -- -- 
17. Quantitative Ability (Gq) N=8245, k=7 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
18. Reading Comprehension (Grw) N=8259, k=7 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
19. Reading Decoding (Grw) N=8040, k=7 N=7409, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
20. Reading Speed (Grw) N=4082, k=3 -- -- -- -- 
21. Native Language Usage (Grw) N=6808, k=6 N=6808, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
22. Writing Ability (Grw) N=8081, k=7 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
23. Spelling Ability (Grw) N=7962, k=6 N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
24. General Verbal information (Gc) N=7630, k=6 N=7421, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
25. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) ………………... N=7428, k=6 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
26. Listening Ability (Gc) .77 (.74-.81) ………………... N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
27. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .78 (.76-.80) .75 (.70-.80) ………………... N=4082, k=3 N=4082, k=3 
28. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .78 (.77-.80) .78 (.73-.83) .79 (.76-.82) ………………... N=4082, k=3 
29. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .81 (.80-.82) .77 (.74-.81) .81 (.78-.83) .87 (.83-.90) ………………... 
Note. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals for these coefficients. Entries 
above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific 
knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—
general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage 
and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—

























Induction (Gf) .73 -.04 .11 .11 .05 .04 .01 .09 
General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) .61 .27 -.09 .02 .00 .05 -.05 .21 
Visualization (Gv) .55 .21 .03 .00 .06 .12 .03 -.07 
Associative Memory (Glr--LE) .45 .19 .19 -.06 .10 .12 .07 -.19 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) .43 -.02 -.17 .23 .05 .21 .38 -.03 
Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) .40 -.04 -.23 .32 .16 -.04 .31 .06 
Memory Span (Gsm) .16 .54 .09 -.04 .24 .02 -.10 .09 
Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) .13 .48 .08 .17 .03 .05 .27 -.06 
Naming Facility/Speed of Lex. Acc. (Glr--RF) -.02 .10 .55 .35 -.05 .03 .08 .04 
Visual Memory (Gv) .25 .25 .34 .09 .03 .08 -.04 -.13 
Number Facility (Gs) .00 -.01 .02 .98 .04 .03 -.05 .02 
Perceptual Speed (Gs—P) .13 .12 .17 .51 .11 -.12 .01 .05 
Reading Decoding (Grw) .02 .05 .03 .01 .83 -.02 -.04 .15 
Spelling Ability (Grw) -.11 .14 -.13 .21 .71 .11 .06 -.03 
Writing Ability (Grw) .16 -.06 .10 .05 .67 .00 .03 -.01 
Native Language Usage (Grw) -.07 .12 -.13 .12 .58 .13 .19 .00 
Reading Comprehension (Grw) .22 -.13 .15 .00 .55 .28 .11 -.07 
Phonetic Coding (Ga) .16 .28 .14 -.02 .29 .12 .08 -.04 
General Verbal information (Gc) .05 .02 -.03 .04 .06 .95 -.09 .03 
Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .03 -.06 .23 -.03 .08 .61 .22 .17 
Humanities Knowledge (Gkn) -.08 .25 -.05 .09 -.05 .47 .30 .22 
Listening Ability (Gc) .06 .09 .18 -.03 .23 .34 .23 .17 
General Science Knowledge (Gkn) .03 .07 .08 -.07 .17 .01 .70 .29 
Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .09 .00 .00 .11 .09 .20 .14 .67 
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Eigenvalues 12.78 1.74 1.32 1.06 0.96 0.83 0.63 0.53 
% of variance accounted for 53 7 6 4 4 3 3 2 
 
Factor Correlations: Second-Stratum 
Fluid 1 .36 .18 .41 .47 .44 .36 .20 
Short-Term Memory .36 1 .18 .26 .38 .33 .24 .21 
Retrieval Fluency .18 .18 1 .05 .14 .18 .06 .08 
Processing Speed .41 .26 .05 1 .53 .36 .32 .23 
Reading and Writing .47 .38 .14 .53 1 .61 .49 .37 
Comprehension Knowledge .44 .33 .18 .36 .61 1 .51 .48 
Science Knowledge .36 .24 .06 .32 .49 .51 1 .51 
Social Studies Knowledge .20 .21 .08 .23 .37 .48 .51 1 










Meta-Analytic Correlations between General Cognitive Ability (g) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  17,373 105 .58 .14 .76 .10 .72-.80 .63-.88 
      Less than 40 years old 12,843 76 .58 .15 .77 .12 .72-.82 .62-.91 
            14-19 years old 7,260 48 .62 .13 .81 .08 .77-.85 .71-.91 
                  14-17 years old 4,444 33 .62 .10 .76 .08 .71-.81 .65-.86 
                  18-19 years old 1,108 9 .47 .14 .71 .07 .63-.79 .62-.80 
            20-39 years old 3,541 19 .53 .16 .66 .14 .56-.76 .49-.84 
                  20-24 years old 1,516 10 .54 .10 .71 .00 .63-.79 .71-.71 
                  25-29 years old 1,248 5 .46 .24 .53 .25 .26-.80 .22-.84 
                  30-39 years old 477 3 .66 .07 .76 .07 .65-.88 .68-.85 
      40 years of age and older 2,680 18 .62 .10 .67 .09 .62-.72 .55-.79 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 1,310 10 .63 .11 .68 .11 .61-.76 .54-.82 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  6,639 38 .53 .10 .65 .00 .61-.70 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 3,427 22 .48 .13 .56 .09 .48-.63 .44-.67 
            14-19 years old 1,379 10 .44 .11 .51 .05 .41-.60 .44-.57 
                  14-17 years old 618 5 .49 .12 .62 .07 .52-.73 .53-.71 
                  18-19 years old 761 5 .40 .12 .45 .03 .30-.60 .42-.49 
            20-39 years old 1,381 8 .60 .05 .68 .00 .64-.73 .68-.68 
                  20-24 years old 469 3 .57 .04 .65 .00 .57-.73 .65-.65 
                  25-29 years old 200 1 .66 -- .72 -- .64-.81 -- 
                  30-39 years old 412 3 .63 .02 .75 .00 .70-.81 .75-.75 
      40 years of age and older 1,980 11 .60 .04 .66 .00 .63-.69 .66-.66 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 810 5 .60 .05 .68 .00 .63-.73 .68-.68 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 600 4 .35 .05 .64 .00 .60-.67 .64-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 167 3 .29 .06 .58 .00 .53-.63 .58-.58 
            14-19 years old 167 3 .29 .06 .54 .00 .49-.60 .54-.54 
                  14-17 years old 108 2 .30 .09 .46 .00 .36-.57 .46-.46 
                  18-19 years old 59 1 .27 -- .59 -- .45-.74 -- 
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            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 1,560 8 .31 .27 .57 .16 .43-.71 .37-.77 
      Less than 40 years old 1,127 7 .24 .28 .46 .22 .28-.64 .18-.75 
            14-19 years old 766 4 .20 .34 .49 .23 .24-.75 .20-.79 
                  14-17 years old 271 2 .54 .36 .66 .28 .27-1.00 .31-1.00 
                  18-19 years old 176 1 -.02 -- .51 -- .42-.59 -- 
            20-39 years old 177 1 .48 -- .71 -- .63-.80 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 177 1 .48 -- .74 -- .66-.81 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv)  36,175 128 .64 .18 .75 .07 .72-.78 .66-.85 
      Less than 40 years old 31,506 99 .65 .19 .62 .00 .58-.66 .62-.62 
            14-19 years old 11,229 65 .50 .12 .48 .00 .45-.51 .48-.48 
                  14-17 years old 6,354 45 .49 .09 .55 .05 .52-.58 .49-.61 
                  18-19 years old 2,980 13 .44 .14 .70 .00 .64-.76 .70-.70 
            20-39 years old 2,528 15 .53 .06 .61 .00 .57-.65 .61-.61 
                  20-24 years old 644 5 .54 .13 .63 .02 .50-.76 .61-.66 
                  25-29 years old 1,020 4 .50 .03 .61 .00 .57-.66 .61-.61 
                  30-39 years old 564 5 .51 .05 .66 .00 .62-.69 .66-.66 
      40 years of age and older 2,680 18 .57 .06 .63 .02 .60-.66 .60-.65 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 1,310 10 .55 .07 .61 .04 .56-.66 .56-.66 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  3,145 3 .41 .08 .70 .00 .64-.77 .70-.70 
      Less than 40 years old 3,145 3 .41 .08 .65 .00 .59-.71 .65-.65 
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            14-19 years old 319 1 .25 -- .50 -- .43-.58 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 177 1 .56 -- .74 -- .66-.82 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 177 1 .56 -- .73 -- .65-.81 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  51,820 71 .53 .06 .71 .00 .69-.73 .71-.71 
      Less than 40 years old 22,891 53 .45 .07 .63 .00 .61-.65 .63-.63 
            14-19 years old 20,930 38 .45 .06 .68 .00 .67-.70 .68-.68 
                  14-17 years old 17,980 26 .46 .06 .60 .00 .58-.62 .60-.60 
                  18-19 years old 2,591 10 .41 .07 .66 .02 .63-.70 .64-.69 
            20-39 years old 1,039 6 .48 .06 .63 .00 .57-.70 .63-.63 
                  20-24 years old 269 2 .53 .00 .67 .00 .54-.79 .67-.67 
                  25-29 years old 456 2 .45 .00 .58 .00 .47-.68 .58-.58 
                  30-39 years old 314 2 .48 .00 .60 .00 .48-.72 .60-.60 
      40 years of age and older 1,250 7 .56 .07 .65 .05 .59-.71 .58-.71 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 650 4 .53 .09 .63 .08 .52-.73 .52-.73 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Less than 40 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  8,258 47 .68 .10 .83 .05 .81-.85 .77-.90 
      Less than 40 years old 8,026 45 .68 .10 .83 .04 .81-.85 .77-.89 
            14-19 years old 5,781 39 .71 .10 .83 .05 .80-.85 .77-.89 
                  14-17 years old 3,816 30 .68 .11 .72 .09 .68-.76 .60-.84 
                  18-19 years old 357 4 .66 .08 .58 .00 .52-.64 .58-.58 
            20-39 years old 559 2 .60 .06 .78 .00 .74-.83 .78-.78 
                  20-24 years old 95 1 .51 -- .72 -- .63-.81 -- 
                  25-29 years old 464 1 .62 -- .72 -- .67-.78 -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  6,629 45 .63 .11 .84 .03 .82-.87 .80-.89 
      Less than 40 years old 5,967 41 .64 .11 .84 .00 .82-.86 .84-.84 
            14-19 years old 4,782 36 .64 .13 .83 .07 .80-.86 .74-.93 
                  14-17 years old 2,005 23 .64 .08 .70 .01 .66-.73 .68-.71 
                  18-19 years old 944 7 .60 .18 .81 .09 .73-.89 .69-.93 
            20-39 years old 50 1 .73 -- .89 -- .80-.99 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 50 1 .73 -- .90 -- .80-.99 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  11,253 49 .61 .12 .76 .05 .73-.80 .70-.83 
      Less than 40 years old 7,639 31 .61 .15 .77 .00 .73-.82 .77-.77 
            14-19 years old 4,103 14 .63 .13 .68 .00 .61-.75 .68-.68 
                  14-17 years old 678 4 .64 .04 .73 .00 .67-.80 .73-.73 
                  18-19 years old 2,087 9 .54 .08 .47 .00 .43-.52 .47-.47 
            20-39 years old 1,573 10 .58 .09 .66 .00 .60-.72 .66-.66 
                  20-24 years old 788 5 .51 .09 .63 .00 .55-.71 .63-.63 
                  25-29 years old 200 1 .68 -- .72 -- .64-.80 -- 
                  30-39 years old 285 3 .64 .01 .68 .00 .61-.75 .68-.68 
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      40 years of age and older 1,980 11 .62 .05 .66 .01 .63-.69 .65-.67 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 810 5 .61 .08 .65 .06 .58-.72 .57-.73 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 675,361 57 .54 .04 .71 .01 .71-.72 .70-.73 
      Less than 40 years old 674,709 50 .54 .04 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
            14-19 years old 5,086 30 .50 .09 .54 .00 .52-.57 .54-.54 
                  14-17 years old 3,024 23 .48 .10 .54 .00 .50-.58 .54-.54 
                  18-19 years old 135 1 .42 -- .70 -- .62-.79 -- 
            20-39 years old 1,875 8 .44 .17 .62 .05 .52-.72 .55-.68 
                  20-24 years old 848 3 .47 .26 .69 .10 .46-.91 .56-.81 
                  25-29 years old 464 1 .37 -- .52 -- .46-.59 -- 
                  30-39 years old 563 4 .45 .12 .68 .07 .59-.76 .59-.76 
      40 years of age and older 56 1 .51 -- .51 -- .25-.77 -- 
                  40-49 years old 56 1 .51 -- .64 -- .48-.81 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Less than 40 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Fluid Ability (Gf) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  17,373 105 .58 .14 .76 .10 .72-.80 .63-.88 
      Less than 40 years old 12,843 76 .58 .15 .77 .12 .72-.82 .62-.91 
            14-19 years old 7,260 48 .62 .13 .81 .08 .77-.85 .71-.91 
                  14-17 years old 4,444 33 .62 .10 .76 .08 .71-.81 .65-.86 
                  18-19 years old 1,108 9 .47 .14 .71 .07 .63-.79 .62-.80 
            20-39 years old 3,541 19 .53 .16 .66 .14 .56-.76 .49-.84 
                  20-24 years old 1,516 10 .54 .10 .71 .00 .63-.79 .71-.71 
                  25-29 years old 1,248 5 .46 .24 .53 .25 .26-.80 .22-.84 
                  30-39 years old 477 3 .66 .07 .76 .07 .65-.88 .68-.85 
      40 years of age and older 2,680 18 .62 .10 .67 .09 .62-.72 .55-.79 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 1,310 10 .63 .11 .68 .11 .61-.76 .54-.82 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  361,141 74 .29 .05 .42 .05 .40-.44 .36-.48 
      Less than 40 years old 353,238 44 .29 .04 .42 .05 .40-.44 .36-.47 
            14-19 years old 345,351 22 .29 .03 .42 .03 .40-.44 .37-.46 
                  14-17 years old 266,449 10 .29 .01 .42 .01 .41-.43 .41-.43 
                  18-19 years old 1,107 6 .36 .11 .50 .11 .34-.67 .36-.65 
            20-39 years old 6,361 15 .36 .13 .52 .09 .43-.61 .40-.64 
                  20-24 years old 567 3 .36 .03 .52 .00 .44-.59 .52-.52 
                  25-29 years old 2,072 4 .18 .09 .54 .01 .46-.63 .54-.55 
                  30-39 years old 1,143 5 .35 .18 .45 .16 .24-.67 .24-.66 
      40 years of age and older 6,392 23 .46 .09 .51 .04 .47-.55 .46-.56 
                  40-49 years old 768 3 .36 .00 .50 .00 .45-.55 .50-.50 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .37 -- .42 -- .32-.52 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,104 11 .41 .09 .49 .08 .42-.56 .39-.60 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 13,545 32 .38 .11 .55 .09 .49-.61 .44-.66 
      Less than 40 years old 9,283 22 .36 .09 .56 .06 .49-.62 .48-.64 
            14-19 years old 4,462 13 .38 .06 .56 .00 .51-.61 .56-.56 
                  14-17 years old 674 5 .24 .09 .49 .00 .43-.56 .49-.49 
                  18-19 years old 638 4 .20 .06 .39 .00 .12-.66 .39-.39 
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            20-39 years old 4,509 7 .34 .11 .51 .09 .42-.59 .39-.62 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .18 .01 .56 .00 .54-.58 .56-.56 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .21 .04 .24 .00 .18-.30 .24-.24 
      40 years of age and older 3,829 9 .43 .11 .49 .11 .40-.58 .34-.64 
                  40-49 years old 615 2 .38 .00 .49 .00 .40-.59 .49-.49 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .31 -- .36 -- .25-.47 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .34 .03 .40 .00 .36-.43 .40-.40 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 355,920 49 .47 .03 .68 .02 .66-.70 .65-.71 
      Less than 40 years old 350,495 31 .47 .03 .69 .03 .66-.71 .64-.73 
            14-19 years old 344,401 16 .47 .02 .69 .03 .67-.72 .65-.73 
                  14-17 years old 265,919 6 .47 .02 .69 .02 .66-.72 .66-.71 
                  18-19 years old 1,066 5 .21 .04 .49 .00 .40-.58 .49-.49 
            20-39 years old 5,356 10 .29 .06 .45 .00 .40-.50 .45-.45 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .24 -- .60 -- .48-.72 -- 
                  25-29 years old 2,175 4 .23 .06 .61 .00 .56-.67 .61-.61 
                  30-39 years old 919 3 .33 .06 .42 .05 .32-.53 .37-.48 
      40 years of age and older 4,495 13 .39 .06 .43 .00 .38-.48 .43-.43 
                  40-49 years old 942 5 .42 .09 .60 .05 .51-.69 .54-.66 
                  50-59 years old 409 1 .34 -- .38 -- .29-.48 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,419 5 .38 .07 .45 .05 .37-.53 .38-.52 
Visual Processing (Gv)  432,122 168 .45 .05 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 416,184 121 .45 .04 .63 .00 .62-.65 .63-.63 
            14-19 years old 353,919 49 .46 .02 .67 .00 .66-.67 .67-.67 
                  14-17 years old 269,304 27 .46 .01 .67 .00 .66-.68 .67-.67 
                  18-19 years old 2,166 11 .39 .09 .65 .01 .57-.73 .63-.66 
            20-39 years old 35,360 45 .38 .11 .49 .11 .43-.54 .34-.63 
                  20-24 years old 27,895 23 .32 .09 .51 .07 .45-.58 .43-.60 
                  25-29 years old 3,664 13 .41 .12 .68 .05 .62-.74 .62-.74 
                  30-39 years old 999 6 .40 .11 .48 .09 .36-.60 .37-.59 
      40 years of age and older 7,484 31 .50 .09 .56 .06 .52-.61 .48-.64 
                  40-49 years old 735 3 .44 .03 .57 .00 .50-.64 .57-.57 
                  50-59 years old 361 1 .35 -- .40 -- .30-.50 -- 
                  60+ years old 3,008 17 .48 .10 .57 .09 .51-.64 .46-.69 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  8,601 10 .44 .05 .62 .00 .57-.66 .62-.62 
      Less than 40 years old 6,420 7 .42 .05 .66 .03 .60-.72 .62-.70 
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            14-19 years old 4,013 4 .39 .05 .61 .07 .52-.70 .52-.70 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,258 2 .49 .00 .55 .00 .54-.55 .55-.55 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,182 3 .49 .01 .54 .00 .51-.56 .54-.54 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .34 -- .58 -- .49-.68 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  388,045 83 .21 .06 .32 .06 .29-.34 .24-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 383,579 62 .21 .06 .31 .06 .28-.35 .24-.39 
            14-19 years old 341,674 27 .20 .05 .31 .08 .25-.37 .21-.41 
                  14-17 years old 267,127 18 .22 .05 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 
                  18-19 years old 734 4 .24 .06 .52 .00 .43-.61 .52-.52 
            20-39 years old 17,781 18 .23 .07 .52 .00 .49-.56 .52-.52 
                  20-24 years old 15,814 10 .22 .07 .50 .00 .46-.54 .50-.50 
                  25-29 years old 1,229 5 .28 .08 .53 .00 .44-.62 .53-.53 
                  30-39 years old 738 3 .33 .04 .40 .00 .35-.45 .40-.40 
      40 years of age and older 3,167 14 .44 .08 .52 .07 .47-.58 .44-.60 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .39 -- .46 -- .36-.56 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .41 -- .49 -- .39-.60 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,844 9 .43 .08 .52 .07 .45-.60 .43-.62 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  3,954 5 .36 .10 .49 .12 .35-.63 .34-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 2,842 3 .32 .05 .49 .06 .38-.59 .41-.57 
            14-19 years old 1,465 1 .29 -- .44 -- .37-.51 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,377 2 .35 .00 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .27 -- .54 -- .37-.70 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,112 2 .47 .00 .51 .00 .44-.59 .51-.51 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .38 -- .62 -- .53-.70 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  400,511 66 .50 .06 .72 .02 .69-.75 .69-.75 
      Less than 40 years old 393,879 60 .50 .05 .72 .02 .70-.75 .69-.75 
            14-19 years old 347,397 28 .50 .03 .72 .02 .70-.75 .70-.75 
                  14-17 years old 267,751 16 .50 .03 .72 .02 .68-.76 .70-.74 
                  18-19 years old 1,147 4 .34 .08 .43 .00 .29-.58 .43-.43 
            20-39 years old 19,611 12 .44 .09 .72 .00 .67-.77 .72-.72 
                  20-24 years old 15,700 7 .39 .08 .71 .00 .68-.75 .71-.71 
                  25-29 years old 316 2 .50 .09 .71 .04 .62-.80 .65-.77 
                  30-39 years old 932 1 .57 -- .75 -- .71-.79 -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,172 2 .68 .06 .76 .06 .67-.85 .68-.84 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  377,846 45 .46 .04 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 375,190 40 .46 .04 .66 .01 .64-.67 .64-.67 
            14-19 years old 345,244 21 .44 .02 .64 .01 .63-.65 .63-.65 
                  14-17 years old 266,451 12 .44 .01 .64 .01 .63-.65 .62-.66 
                  18-19 years old 458 2 .35 .00 .53 .00 .30-.77 .53-.53 
            20-39 years old 5,176 6 .42 .03 .62 .00 .59-.64 .62-.62 
                  20-24 years old 2,368 2 .33 .03 .65 .00 .62-.68 .65-.65 
                  25-29 years old 117 1 .50 -- .81 -- .72-.90 -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .33 -- .58 -- .49-.68 -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,237 3 .54 .04 .60 .03 .53-.67 .55-.64 
                  40-49 years old 199 1 .51 -- .78 -- .70-.85 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  426,521 151 .51 .07 .71 .02 .70-.72 .68-.74 
      Less than 40 years old 416,140 104 .51 .07 .71 .03 .70-.73 .67-.76 
            14-19 years old 352,968 48 .50 .03 .70 .00 .69-.71 .70-.70 
                  14-17 years old 267,083 17 .50 .01 .70 .01 .69-.71 .69-.71 
                  18-19 years old 2,830 18 .33 .12 .39 .06 .29-.49 .32-.47 
            20-39 years old 35,992 31 .56 .16 .70 .10 .63-.77 .57-.83 
                  20-24 years old 26,939 12 .61 .14 .78 .09 .72-.84 .65-.90 
                  25-29 years old 3,118 9 .30 .15 .49 .16 .39-.58 .29-.68 
                  30-39 years old 2,856 6 .43 .12 .50 .10 .35-.65 .37-.63 
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      40 years of age and older 7,804 34 .56 .09 .60 .00 .56-.65 .60-.60 
                  40-49 years old 1,234 6 .47 .07 .56 .00 .47-.65 .56-.56 
                  50-59 years old 368 1 .46 -- .50 -- .41-.59 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,711 17 .57 .09 .64 .07 .59-.69 .54-.73 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 385,042 46 .32 .03 .56 .00 .55-.57 .56-.56 
      Less than 40 years old 384,875 44 .32 .03 .57 .00 .56-.58 .57-.57 
            14-19 years old 343,622 21 .32 .02 .57 .00 .56-.57 .57-.57 
                  14-17 years old 267,094 11 .32 .01 .57 .00 .57-.57 .57-.57 
                  18-19 years old 1,284 4 .27 .08 .57 .05 .43-.71 .51-.62 
            20-39 years old 15,816 7 .33 .11 .57 .00 .49-.64 .57-.57 
                  20-24 years old 15,675 5 .33 .11 .63 .07 .55-.70 .54-.72 
                  25-29 years old 117 1 .49 -- .77 -- .68-.87 -- 
                  30-39 years old 24 1 .49 -- .71 -- .43-.99 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  343,553 13 .34 .01 .59 .00 .58-.60 .59-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 342,407 12 .34 .01 .59 .00 .58-.60 .59-.59 
            14-19 years old 341,156 11 .34 .00 .59 .00 .59-.60 .59-.59 
                  14-17 years old 265,826 7 .34 .00 .60 .00 .59-.60 .60-.60 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .42 -- .47 -- .42-.52 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .43 -- .48 -- .42-.53 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 






















Meta-Analytic Correlations between Short Term Memory (Gsm) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  6,639 38 .53 .10 .65 .00 .61-.70 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 3,427 22 .48 .13 .56 .09 .48-.63 .44-.67 
            14-19 years old 1,379 10 .44 .11 .51 .05 .41-.60 .44-.57 
                  14-17 years old 618 5 .49 .12 .62 .07 .52-.73 .53-.71 
                  18-19 years old 761 5 .40 .12 .45 .03 .30-.60 .42-.49 
            20-39 years old 1,381 8 .60 .05 .68 .00 .64-.73 .68-.68 
                  20-24 years old 469 3 .57 .04 .65 .00 .57-.73 .65-.65 
                  25-29 years old 200 1 .66 -- .72 -- .64-.81 -- 
                  30-39 years old 412 3 .63 .02 .75 .00 .70-.81 .75-.75 
      40 years of age and older 1,980 11 .60 .04 .66 .00 .63-.69 .66-.66 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 810 5 .60 .05 .68 .00 .63-.73 .68-.68 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  361,141 74 .29 .05 .42 .05 .40-.44 .36-.48 
      Less than 40 years old 353,238 44 .29 .04 .42 .05 .40-.44 .36-.47 
            14-19 years old 345,351 22 .29 .03 .42 .03 .40-.44 .37-.46 
                  14-17 years old 266,449 10 .29 .01 .42 .01 .41-.43 .41-.43 
                  18-19 years old 1,107 6 .36 .11 .50 .11 .34-.67 .36-.65 
            20-39 years old 6,361 15 .36 .13 .52 .09 .43-.61 .40-.64 
                  20-24 years old 567 3 .36 .03 .52 .00 .44-.59 .52-.52 
                  25-29 years old 2,072 4 .18 .09 .54 .01 .46-.63 .54-.55 
                  30-39 years old 1,143 5 .35 .18 .45 .16 .24-.67 .24-.66 
      40 years of age and older 6,392 23 .46 .09 .51 .04 .47-.55 .46-.56 
                  40-49 years old 768 3 .36 .00 .50 .00 .45-.55 .50-.50 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .37 -- .42 -- .32-.52 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,104 11 .41 .09 .49 .08 .42-.56 .39-.60 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 15,371 43 .42 .20 .53 .20 .45-.62 .27-.79 
      Less than 40 years old 9,391 21 .35 .16 .43 .18 .33-.52 .20-.66 
            14-19 years old 4,066 9 .30 .07 .38 .06 .30-.45 .30-.46 
                  14-17 years old 565 3 .23 .10 .46 .03 .31-.60 .42-.50 
                  18-19 years old 446 2 .41 .14 .52 .15 .27-.77 .33-.72 
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            20-39 years old 4,695 10 .40 .18 .56 .18 .43-.68 .33-.79 
                  20-24 years old 100 1 .37 -- .42 -- .23-.62 -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,972 4 .32 .16 .64 .17 .52-.76 .42-.85 
                  30-39 years old 638 3 .76 .24 .87 .27 .56-1.00 .52-1.00 
      40 years of age and older 5,047 19 .55 .24 .65 .27 .49-.80 .30-.99 
                  40-49 years old 732 3 .60 .11 .79 .07 .69-.90 .70-.88 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .86 -- 1.00 -- .98-1.00 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,981 10 .63 .28 .76 .34 .53-.98 .33-1.00 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 352,957 33 .29 .02 .41 .00 .40-.42 .41-.41 
      Less than 40 years old 348,708 22 .29 .02 .41 .02 .39-.42 .39-.43 
            14-19 years old 343,462 11 .29 .01 .41 .01 .39-.42 .39-.43 
                  14-17 years old 265,929 6 .30 .01 .42 .01 .40-.43 .41-.43 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .32 -- .44 -- .23-.66 -- 
            20-39 years old 4,893 9 .26 .06 .43 .00 .38-.49 .43-.43 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .16 .01 .55 .00 .53-.57 .55-.55 
                  30-39 years old 943 4 .30 .09 .48 .00 .42-.54 .48-.48 
      40 years of age and older 3,816 10 .37 .07 .42 .00 .36-.47 .42-.42 
                  40-49 years old 653 3 .33 .00 .46 .00 .40-.53 .46-.46 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .22 -- .25 -- .14-.37 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .37 .04 .43 .00 .38-.48 .43-.43 
Visual Processing (Gv)  359,054 64 .19 .05 .26 .06 .24-.28 .19-.33 
      Less than 40 years old 351,778 38 .18 .04 .25 .01 .23-.27 .24-.27 
            14-19 years old 344,807 19 .18 .03 .25 .03 .23-.27 .21-.29 
                  14-17 years old 266,445 10 .18 .01 .26 .02 .24-.27 .24-.28 
                  18-19 years old 946 5 .32 .07 .43 .00 .33-.53 .43-.43 
            20-39 years old 6,074 14 .32 .11 .41 .11 .33-.49 .27-.55 
                  20-24 years old 636 4 .40 .12 .54 .11 .37-.71 .40-.68 
                  25-29 years old 2,072 4 .22 .11 .51 .10 .43-.60 .39-.63 
                  30-39 years old 738 3 .23 .19 .26 .21 .01-.51 -.01-.53 
      40 years of age and older 6,044 21 .32 .15 .37 .16 .28-.46 .17-.57 
                  40-49 years old 615 2 .23 .00 .34 .00 .23-.44 .34-.34 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .11 -- .12 -- .00-.25 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,017 10 .22 .16 .27 .17 .14-.39 .05-.49 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  8,333 10 .45 .06 .59 .00 .53-.64 .59-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 6,256 7 .43 .05 .59 .04 .52-.65 .54-.64 
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            14-19 years old 3,932 4 .41 .05 .54 .06 .46-.63 .46-.62 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,323 3 .48 .00 .56 .00 .55-.56 .56-.56 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 177 1 .51 -- .71 -- .63-.79 -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,078 3 .51 .01 .58 .00 .55-.60 .58-.58 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .46 -- .65 -- .57-.74 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  345,717 38 .14 .05 .19 .06 .17-.21 .11-.27 
      Less than 40 years old 341,568 20 .14 .04 .19 .05 .16-.22 .12-.26 
            14-19 years old 339,539 9 .14 .04 .20 .06 .15-.24 .13-.27 
                  14-17 years old 265,837 7 .15 .04 .21 .06 .16-.27 .14-.28 
                  18-19 years old 200 1 .43 -- .63 -- .46-.79 -- 
            20-39 years old 1,360 7 .38 .12 .47 .13 .35-.60 .31-.64 
                  20-24 years old 269 2 .48 .00 .63 .00 .50-.77 .63-.63 
                  25-29 years old 353 2 .39 .19 .48 .22 .16-.80 .21-.76 
                  30-39 years old 738 3 .33 .08 .41 .08 .29-.53 .31-.51 
      40 years of age and older 3,167 14 .36 .12 .43 .13 .34-.52 .26-.60 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .25 -- .30 -- .19-.42 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .32 -- .39 -- .28-.51 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,844 9 .34 .14 .44 .15 .32-.56 .25-.64 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  3,478 5 .30 .09 .38 .04 .26-.50 .32-.44 
      Less than 40 years old 2,364 2 .27 .03 .38 .00 .33-.44 .38-.38 
            14-19 years old 1,270 1 .25 -- .36 -- .28-.43 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,094 1 .29 -- .33 -- .27-.39 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,114 3 .36 .05 .37 .00 .27-.47 .37-.37 
                  40-49 years old 349 2 .21 .09 .45 .03 .34-.55 .41-.48 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  358,280 18 .30 .05 .42 .06 .38-.45 .34-.49 
      Less than 40 years old 356,236 15 .30 .04 .42 .05 .38-.45 .35-.49 
            14-19 years old 342,535 10 .30 .02 .41 .02 .39-.43 .38-.44 
                  14-17 years old 265,462 5 .30 .01 .42 .00 .42-.43 .42-.42 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .48 -- .66 -- .34-.99 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,385 2 .47 .01 .54 .00 .53-.56 .54-.54 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,960 2 .52 .00 .59 .00 .59-.60 .59-.59 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  358,077 17 .34 .02 .47 .02 .46-.49 .44-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 356,171 15 .34 .02 .47 .02 .46-.49 .44-.50 
            14-19 years old 342,467 10 .34 .01 .47 .02 .46-.49 .45-.49 
                  14-17 years old 265,462 5 .34 .01 .48 .01 .46-.50 .46-.50 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .41 -- .57 -- .15-1.00 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,511 3 .42 .05 .51 .05 .43-.59 .45-.57 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .15 -- .51 -- .43-.60 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,907 2 .50 .06 .56 .06 .48-.65 .49-.64 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  370,909 69 .33 .04 .43 .03 .42-.45 .40-.47 
      Less than 40 years old 363,179 40 .32 .03 .43 .04 .41-.45 .38-.48 
            14-19 years old 345,047 19 .32 .03 .43 .04 .41-.45 .38-.48 
                  14-17 years old 266,051 7 .33 .02 .45 .03 .42-.47 .41-.48 
                  18-19 years old 1,107 6 .37 .12 .47 .00 .36-.58 .47-.47 
            20-39 years old 6,271 15 .37 .06 .49 .00 .44-.53 .49-.49 
                  20-24 years old 567 3 .38 .01 .50 .00 .46-.54 .50-.50 
                  25-29 years old 2,072 4 .26 .07 .48 .07 .43-.53 .39-.56 
                  30-39 years old 1,001 5 .36 .10 .40 .07 .27-.52 .30-.49 
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      40 years of age and older 6,498 24 .44 .08 .48 .00 .43-.52 .48-.48 
                  40-49 years old 885 4 .37 .03 .44 .00 .36-.52 .44-.44 
                  50-59 years old 491 2 .33 .00 .42 .00 .31-.53 .42-.42 
                  60+ years old 2,004 10 .44 .11 .50 .11 .42-.58 .36-.63 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 350,503 9 .15 .03 .25 .05 .21-.29 .18-.32 
      Less than 40 years old 350,503 9 .15 .03 .25 .05 .21-.29 .18-.32 
            14-19 years old 339,310 7 .14 .03 .25 .05 .21-.29 .19-.31 
                  14-17 years old 265,462 5 .15 .02 .27 .03 .22-.31 .23-.31 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .35 -- .59 -- .43-.75 -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  342,938 7 .25 .03 .42 .04 .39-.46 .37-.47 
      Less than 40 years old 341,792 6 .25 .02 .42 .04 .39-.45 .38-.47 
            14-19 years old 340,541 5 .25 .02 .42 .03 .39-.45 .39-.46 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .26 .01 .43 .01 .42-.45 .42-.45 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .47 -- .53 -- .48-.58 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .48 -- .55 -- .50-.60 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Long Term Storage--Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  600 4 .35 .05 .64 .00 .60-.67 .64-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 167 3 .29 .06 .58 .00 .53-.63 .58-.58 
            14-19 years old 167 3 .29 .06 .54 .00 .49-.60 .54-.54 
                  14-17 years old 108 2 .30 .09 .46 .00 .36-.57 .46-.46 
                  18-19 years old 59 1 .27 -- .59 -- .45-.74 -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  13,545 32 .38 .11 .55 .09 .49-.61 .44-.66 
      Less than 40 years old 9,283 22 .36 .09 .56 .06 .49-.62 .48-.64 
            14-19 years old 4,462 13 .38 .06 .56 .00 .51-.61 .56-.56 
                  14-17 years old 674 5 .24 .09 .49 .00 .43-.56 .49-.49 
                  18-19 years old 638 4 .20 .06 .39 .00 .12-.66 .39-.39 
            20-39 years old 4,509 7 .34 .11 .51 .09 .42-.59 .39-.62 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .18 .01 .56 .00 .54-.58 .56-.56 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .21 .04 .24 .00 .18-.30 .24-.24 
      40 years of age and older 3,829 9 .43 .11 .49 .11 .40-.58 .34-.64 
                  40-49 years old 615 2 .38 .00 .49 .00 .40-.59 .49-.49 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .31 -- .36 -- .25-.47 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .34 .03 .40 .00 .36-.43 .40-.40 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  15,371 43 .42 .20 .53 .20 .45-.62 .27-.79 
      Less than 40 years old 9,391 21 .35 .16 .43 .18 .33-.52 .20-.66 
            14-19 years old 4,066 9 .30 .07 .38 .06 .30-.45 .30-.46 
                  14-17 years old 565 3 .23 .10 .46 .03 .31-.60 .42-.50 
                  18-19 years old 446 2 .41 .14 .52 .15 .27-.77 .33-.72 
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            20-39 years old 4,695 10 .40 .18 .56 .18 .43-.68 .33-.79 
                  20-24 years old 100 1 .37 -- .42 -- .23-.62 -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,972 4 .32 .16 .64 .17 .52-.76 .42-.85 
                  30-39 years old 638 3 .76 .24 .87 .27 .56-1.00 .52-1.00 
      40 years of age and older 5,047 19 .55 .24 .65 .27 .49-.80 .30-.99 
                  40-49 years old 732 3 .60 .11 .79 .07 .69-.90 .70-.88 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .86 -- 1.00 -- .98-1.00 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,981 10 .63 .28 .76 .34 .53-.98 .33-1.00 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 11,983 24 .24 .07 .36 .00 .32-.40 .36-.36 
      Less than 40 years old 7,985 14 .21 .05 .33 .03 .29-.37 .30-.36 
            14-19 years old 3,368 5 .21 .04 .30 .00 .25-.36 .30-.30 
                  14-17 years old 465 2 .15 .02 .52 .00 .49-.54 .52-.52 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .25 -- .31 -- .03-.60 -- 
            20-39 years old 4,304 7 .20 .05 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .14 .04 .53 .00 .48-.58 .53-.53 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .32 .04 .36 .00 .30-.42 .36-.36 
      40 years of age and older 3,565 9 .30 .06 .34 .05 .29-.40 .28-.40 
                  40-49 years old 500 2 .22 .00 .34 .00 .22-.45 .34-.34 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .24 -- .28 -- .16-.39 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .36 .05 .42 .00 .37-.47 .42-.42 
Visual Processing (Gv)  13,280 32 .30 .15 .41 .14 .33-.49 .24-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 8,817 21 .31 .10 .37 .06 .30-.45 .29-.45 
            14-19 years old 3,984 11 .32 .05 .40 .00 .35-.45 .40-.40 
                  14-17 years old 674 5 .22 .06 .23 .00 .18-.28 .23-.23 
                  18-19 years old 638 4 .23 .02 .43 .00 .05-.80 .43-.43 
            20-39 years old 4,519 8 .30 .13 .39 .14 .28-.50 .21-.57 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .17 .01 .48 .00 .45-.50 .48-.48 
                  30-39 years old 628 3 .12 .06 .18 .02 .08-.29 .16-.20 
      40 years of age and older 3,775 9 .30 .20 .35 .23 .18-.52 .05-.65 
                  40-49 years old 615 2 .30 .00 .39 .00 .29-.49 .39-.39 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.05-.21 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .09 .05 .11 .00 .05-.16 .11-.11 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  6,649 8 .41 .07 .48 .07 .42-.54 .39-.57 
      Less than 40 years old 4,748 5 .39 .07 .51 .08 .43-.59 .41-.61 
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            14-19 years old 2,802 3 .36 .07 .47 .09 .36-.58 .36-.58 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,946 2 .44 .03 .49 .02 .44-.54 .47-.52 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,901 3 .47 .05 .54 .04 .45-.62 .48-.59 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .46 -- .67 -- .59-.75 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  3,909 17 .24 .05 .38 .00 .35-.41 .38-.38 
      Less than 40 years old 1,386 9 .24 .05 .37 .00 .32-.42 .37-.37 
            14-19 years old 384 4 .22 .08 .49 .00 .43-.56 .49-.49 
                  14-17 years old 384 4 .22 .08 .53 .00 .46-.59 .53-.53 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 691 3 .24 .01 .30 .00 .28-.31 .30-.30 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 153 1 .26 -- .31 -- .13-.49 -- 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .24 .01 .29 .00 .28-.31 .29-.29 
      40 years of age and older 1,834 6 .25 .05 .31 .00 .27-.36 .31-.31 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .23 -- .29 -- .17-.41 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .31 -- .39 -- .27-.51 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .24 .05 .30 .00 .24-.36 .30-.30 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  2,714 5 .32 .12 .39 .12 .25-.54 .24-.54 
      Less than 40 years old 1,796 2 .27 .08 .36 .09 .22-.50 .24-.47 
            14-19 years old 1,014 1 .23 -- .30 -- .22-.37 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 782 1 .34 -- .38 -- .31-.45 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 917 3 .42 .11 .45 .04 .27-.63 .40-.49 
                  40-49 years old 349 2 .37 .18 .60 .14 .39-.81 .42-.77 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 448 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  7,486 11 .42 .06 .52 .04 .47-.56 .46-.57 
      Less than 40 years old 5,722 9 .40 .05 .50 .03 .46-.55 .47-.54 
            14-19 years old 3,419 6 .39 .06 .49 .05 .42-.57 .43-.56 
                  14-17 years old 108 2 .25 .09 .25 .00 .14-.37 .25-.25 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .49 -- .62 -- .52-.72 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,073 2 .41 .03 .47 .00 .43-.51 .47-.47 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,764 2 .48 .04 .56 .04 .49-.62 .51-.60 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  7,557 13 .33 .07 .42 .07 .36-.48 .33-.51 
      Less than 40 years old 5,826 11 .32 .07 .41 .07 .35-.48 .33-.50 
            14-19 years old 3,568 8 .30 .08 .39 .08 .30-.49 .30-.49 
                  14-17 years old 279 4 .28 .08 .28 .00 .20-.36 .28-.28 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .46 -- .58 -- -1.30-1.00 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,028 2 .35 .07 .39 .07 .29-.50 .31-.48 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,731 2 .38 .09 .43 .10 .29-.58 .31-.56 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  13,626 32 .31 .10 .46 .06 .42-.50 .39-.54 
      Less than 40 years old 8,794 19 .29 .07 .46 .04 .42-.50 .41-.51 
            14-19 years old 4,040 10 .32 .08 .41 .00 .32-.50 .41-.41 
                  14-17 years old 276 2 .23 .05 .36 .00 .29-.43 .36-.36 
                  18-19 years old 638 4 .32 .06 .37 .00 -.21-.95 .37-.37 
            20-39 years old 4,442 7 .25 .05 .38 .00 .33-.43 .38-.38 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .07 .04 .33 .00 .28-.38 .33-.33 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .30 .02 .33 .00 .30-.37 .33-.33 
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      40 years of age and older 3,934 10 .37 .10 .40 .00 .30-.51 .40-.40 
                  40-49 years old 732 3 .33 .15 .39 .17 .15-.64 .17-.61 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .34 -- .39 -- .28-.50 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .34 .06 .39 .04 .32-.46 .34-.44 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 684 4 .19 .03 .30 .00 .23-.36 .30-.30 
      Less than 40 years old 684 4 .19 .03 .30 .00 .23-.36 .30-.30 
            14-19 years old 454 3 .25 .02 .37 .00 -.13-.87 .37-.37 
                  14-17 years old 108 2 .30 .05 .35 .00 .29-.41 .35-.35 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .23 -- .37 -- .21-.53 -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  4,082 3 .32 .04 .48 .04 .41-.55 .42-.53 
      Less than 40 years old 2,936 2 .31 .05 .47 .06 .37-.57 .39-.55 
            14-19 years old 1,685 1 .28 -- .43 -- .36-.49 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .35 -- .40 -- .34-.45 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .35 -- .41 -- .35-.46 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  1,560 8 .31 .27 .57 .16 .43-.71 .37-.77 
      Less than 40 years old 1,127 7 .24 .28 .46 .22 .28-.64 .18-.75 
            14-19 years old 766 4 .20 .34 .49 .23 .24-.75 .20-.79 
                  14-17 years old 271 2 .54 .36 .66 .28 .27-1.00 .31-1.00 
                  18-19 years old 176 1 -.02 -- .51 -- .42-.59 -- 
            20-39 years old 177 1 .48 -- .71 -- .63-.80 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 177 1 .48 -- .74 -- .66-.81 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  355,920 49 .47 .03 .68 .02 .66-.70 .65-.71 
      Less than 40 years old 350,495 31 .47 .03 .69 .03 .66-.71 .64-.73 
            14-19 years old 344,401 16 .47 .02 .69 .03 .67-.72 .65-.73 
                  14-17 years old 265,919 6 .47 .02 .69 .02 .66-.72 .66-.71 
                  18-19 years old 1,066 5 .21 .04 .49 .00 .40-.58 .49-.49 
            20-39 years old 5,356 10 .29 .06 .45 .00 .40-.50 .45-.45 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .24 -- .60 -- .48-.72 -- 
                  25-29 years old 2,175 4 .23 .06 .61 .00 .56-.67 .61-.61 
                  30-39 years old 919 3 .33 .06 .42 .05 .32-.53 .37-.48 
      40 years of age and older 4,495 13 .39 .06 .43 .00 .38-.48 .43-.43 
                  40-49 years old 942 5 .42 .09 .60 .05 .51-.69 .54-.66 
                  50-59 years old 409 1 .34 -- .38 -- .29-.48 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,419 5 .38 .07 .45 .05 .37-.53 .38-.52 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  352,957 33 .29 .02 .41 .00 .40-.42 .41-.41 
      Less than 40 years old 348,708 22 .29 .02 .41 .02 .39-.42 .39-.43 
            14-19 years old 343,462 11 .29 .01 .41 .01 .39-.42 .39-.43 
                  14-17 years old 265,929 6 .30 .01 .42 .01 .40-.43 .41-.43 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .32 -- .44 -- .23-.66 -- 
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            20-39 years old 4,893 9 .26 .06 .43 .00 .38-.49 .43-.43 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .16 .01 .55 .00 .53-.57 .55-.55 
                  30-39 years old 943 4 .30 .09 .48 .00 .42-.54 .48-.48 
      40 years of age and older 3,816 10 .37 .07 .42 .00 .36-.47 .42-.42 
                  40-49 years old 653 3 .33 .00 .46 .00 .40-.53 .46-.46 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .22 -- .25 -- .14-.37 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .37 .04 .43 .00 .38-.48 .43-.43 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 11,983 24 .24 .07 .36 .00 .32-.40 .36-.36 
      Less than 40 years old 7,985 14 .21 .05 .33 .03 .29-.37 .30-.36 
            14-19 years old 3,368 5 .21 .04 .30 .00 .25-.36 .30-.30 
                  14-17 years old 465 2 .15 .02 .52 .00 .49-.54 .52-.52 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .25 -- .31 -- .03-.60 -- 
            20-39 years old 4,304 7 .20 .05 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .14 .04 .53 .00 .48-.58 .53-.53 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .32 .04 .36 .00 .30-.42 .36-.36 
      40 years of age and older 3,565 9 .30 .06 .34 .05 .29-.40 .28-.40 
                  40-49 years old 500 2 .22 .00 .34 .00 .22-.45 .34-.34 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .24 -- .28 -- .16-.39 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .36 .05 .42 .00 .37-.47 .42-.42 
Visual Processing (Gv)  355,324 47 .39 .04 .54 .05 .52-.56 .48-.60 
      Less than 40 years old 350,115 30 .39 .04 .54 .04 .52-.57 .49-.60 
            14-19 years old 343,877 13 .39 .03 .55 .00 .52-.58 .55-.55 
                  14-17 years old 266,096 7 .39 .02 .55 .03 .51-.58 .51-.58 
                  18-19 years old 546 2 .24 .00 .46 .00 .27-.66 .46-.46 
            20-39 years old 5,499 12 .20 .06 .28 .01 .23-.33 .26-.30 
                  20-24 years old 464 3 .16 .05 .52 .00 .48-.56 .52-.52 
                  25-29 years old 2,158 4 .21 .08 .52 .00 .45-.60 .52-.52 
                  30-39 years old 750 3 .17 .09 .24 .08 .09-.39 .14-.34 
      40 years of age and older 3,934 9 .22 .06 .25 .05 .20-.30 .19-.31 
                  40-49 years old 536 2 .18 .00 .26 .00 .15-.37 .26-.26 
                  50-59 years old 395 1 .16 -- .18 -- .07-.29 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,277 4 .19 .05 .22 .00 .16-.28 .22-.22 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  7,618 8 .29 .05 .42 .00 .36-.48 .42-.42 
      Less than 40 years old 5,948 6 .27 .05 .43 .05 .36-.50 .36-.49 
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            14-19 years old 3,927 4 .23 .04 .40 .00 .36-.44 .40-.40 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,021 2 .34 .05 .38 .04 .31-.46 .33-.44 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,670 2 .36 .05 .40 .04 .33-.48 .36-.45 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  343,791 27 .16 .04 .22 .05 .19-.25 .15-.28 
      Less than 40 years old 340,995 15 .16 .04 .22 .05 .18-.26 .15-.29 
            14-19 years old 339,528 7 .16 .04 .23 .06 .17-.29 .16-.31 
                  14-17 years old 265,706 5 .17 .04 .25 .06 .19-.32 .18-.33 
                  18-19 years old 320 1 .22 -- .55 -- .48-.63 -- 
            20-39 years old 826 4 .25 .06 .35 .03 .25-.45 .31-.39 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .18 -- .49 -- .37-.62 -- 
                  25-29 years old 153 1 .35 -- .43 -- .26-.60 -- 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .24 .04 .29 .00 .22-.35 .29-.29 
      40 years of age and older 1,834 6 .28 .03 .34 .00 .32-.37 .34-.34 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .29 -- .35 -- .24-.46 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .26 -- .32 -- .20-.43 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .29 .03 .35 .00 .31-.39 .35-.35 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  2,611 4 .41 .07 .54 .08 .43-.64 .44-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 1,915 2 .40 .03 .58 .00 .53-.64 .58-.58 
            14-19 years old 1,039 1 .42 -- .61 -- .54-.68 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 876 1 .38 -- .43 -- .37-.49 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 696 2 .44 .00 .46 .00 .37-.56 .46-.46 
                  40-49 years old 117 1 .02 -- .36 -- .23-.50 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  346,849 17 .49 .04 .67 .04 .64-.70 .61-.72 
      Less than 40 years old 345,124 15 .49 .04 .67 .04 .64-.71 .62-.73 
            14-19 years old 342,302 9 .49 .03 .68 .03 .64-.71 .64-.72 
                  14-17 years old 265,448 4 .49 .03 .69 .02 .65-.73 .66-.71 
                  18-19 years old 628 2 .17 .00 .29 .00 .11-.47 .29-.29 
            20-39 years old 2,262 3 .20 .02 .25 .00 .21-.29 .25-.25 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .21 -- .65 -- .56-.74 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,725 2 .33 .07 .37 .07 .27-.48 .29-.46 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  346,570 15 .42 .02 .59 .02 .57-.61 .56-.62 
      Less than 40 years old 344,646 12 .42 .02 .59 .02 .57-.61 .56-.62 
            14-19 years old 341,926 7 .43 .02 .59 .02 .58-.61 .57-.62 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .43 .00 .61 .00 .60-.61 .61-.61 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .28 -- .40 -- .13-.67 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,490 4 .28 .03 .37 .00 .35-.39 .37-.37 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .12 -- .53 -- .41-.65 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .25 -- .62 -- .54-.71 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,924 3 .39 .04 .44 .03 .36-.52 .39-.48 
                  40-49 years old 199 1 .49 -- .79 -- .72-.87 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  356,362 54 .56 .04 .76 .04 .74-.78 .71-.81 
      Less than 40 years old 350,138 30 .57 .03 .76 .04 .74-.79 .71-.81 
            14-19 years old 343,730 13 .57 .03 .77 .02 .75-.80 .75-.79 
                  14-17 years old 265,629 5 .57 .01 .78 .00 .77-.79 .78-.78 
                  18-19 years old 866 4 .27 .11 .31 .00 .15-.47 .31-.31 
            20-39 years old 5,670 12 .34 .06 .47 .00 .43-.51 .47-.47 
                  20-24 years old 282 2 .31 .01 .63 .00 .62-.65 .63-.63 
                  25-29 years old 2,175 4 .30 .08 .53 .05 .45-.60 .46-.59 
                  30-39 years old 1,086 4 .39 .04 .42 .00 .36-.48 .42-.42 
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      40 years of age and older 4,571 13 .43 .07 .46 .00 .41-.52 .46-.46 
                  40-49 years old 1,018 5 .47 .12 .54 .06 .41-.68 .46-.63 
                  50-59 years old 409 1 .40 -- .44 -- .35-.53 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,419 5 .43 .03 .49 .00 .45-.52 .49-.49 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 340,444 11 .39 .02 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Less than 40 years old 340,325 10 .39 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
            14-19 years old 339,721 7 .39 .01 .68 .00 .66-.70 .68-.68 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .39 .01 .68 .02 .66-.70 .66-.70 
                  18-19 years old 546 2 .22 .00 .50 .00 .26-.73 .50-.50 
            20-39 years old 167 1 .35 -- .58 -- .46-.70 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .35 -- .67 -- .57-.76 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  343,105 8 .38 .01 .64 .00 .63-.66 .64-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 341,959 7 .38 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
            14-19 years old 340,541 5 .38 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .39 .00 .66 .00 .66-.66 .66-.66 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,418 2 .32 .00 .39 .00 .33-.45 .39-.39 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .30 -- .58 -- .48-.69 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .31 -- .35 -- .29-.40 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Visual Processing (Gv) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  36,175 128 .64 .18 .75 .07 .72-.78 .66-.85 
      Less than 40 years old 31,506 99 .65 .19 .62 .00 .58-.66 .62-.62 
            14-19 years old 11,229 65 .50 .12 .48 .00 .45-.51 .48-.48 
                  14-17 years old 6,354 45 .49 .09 .55 .05 .52-.58 .49-.61 
                  18-19 years old 2,980 13 .44 .14 .70 .00 .64-.76 .70-.70 
            20-39 years old 2,528 15 .53 .06 .61 .00 .57-.65 .61-.61 
                  20-24 years old 644 5 .54 .13 .63 .02 .50-.76 .61-.66 
                  25-29 years old 1,020 4 .50 .03 .61 .00 .57-.66 .61-.61 
                  30-39 years old 564 5 .51 .05 .66 .00 .62-.69 .66-.66 
      40 years of age and older 2,680 18 .57 .06 .63 .02 .60-.66 .60-.65 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 1,310 10 .55 .07 .61 .04 .56-.66 .56-.66 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  432,122 168 .45 .05 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 416,184 121 .45 .04 .63 .00 .62-.65 .63-.63 
            14-19 years old 353,919 49 .46 .02 .67 .00 .66-.67 .67-.67 
                  14-17 years old 269,304 27 .46 .01 .67 .00 .66-.68 .67-.67 
                  18-19 years old 2,166 11 .39 .09 .65 .01 .57-.73 .63-.66 
            20-39 years old 35,360 45 .38 .11 .49 .11 .43-.54 .34-.63 
                  20-24 years old 27,895 23 .32 .09 .51 .07 .45-.58 .43-.60 
                  25-29 years old 3,664 13 .41 .12 .68 .05 .62-.74 .62-.74 
                  30-39 years old 999 6 .40 .11 .48 .09 .36-.60 .37-.59 
      40 years of age and older 7,484 31 .50 .09 .56 .06 .52-.61 .48-.64 
                  40-49 years old 735 3 .44 .03 .57 .00 .50-.64 .57-.57 
                  50-59 years old 361 1 .35 -- .40 -- .30-.50 -- 
                  60+ years old 3,008 17 .48 .10 .57 .09 .51-.64 .46-.69 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  359,054 64 .19 .05 .26 .06 .24-.28 .19-.33 
      Less than 40 years old 351,778 38 .18 .04 .25 .01 .23-.27 .24-.27 
            14-19 years old 344,807 19 .18 .03 .25 .03 .23-.27 .21-.29 
                  14-17 years old 266,445 10 .18 .01 .26 .02 .24-.27 .24-.28 
                  18-19 years old 946 5 .32 .07 .43 .00 .33-.53 .43-.43 
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            20-39 years old 6,074 14 .32 .11 .41 .11 .33-.49 .27-.55 
                  20-24 years old 636 4 .40 .12 .54 .11 .37-.71 .40-.68 
                  25-29 years old 2,072 4 .22 .11 .51 .10 .43-.60 .39-.63 
                  30-39 years old 738 3 .23 .19 .26 .21 .01-.51 -.01-.53 
      40 years of age and older 6,044 21 .32 .15 .37 .16 .28-.46 .17-.57 
                  40-49 years old 615 2 .23 .00 .34 .00 .23-.44 .34-.34 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .11 -- .12 -- .00-.25 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,017 10 .22 .16 .27 .17 .14-.39 .05-.49 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 13,280 32 .30 .15 .41 .14 .33-.49 .24-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 8,817 21 .31 .10 .37 .06 .30-.45 .29-.45 
            14-19 years old 3,984 11 .32 .05 .40 .00 .35-.45 .40-.40 
                  14-17 years old 674 5 .22 .06 .23 .00 .18-.28 .23-.23 
                  18-19 years old 638 4 .23 .02 .43 .00 .05-.80 .43-.43 
            20-39 years old 4,519 8 .30 .13 .39 .14 .28-.50 .21-.57 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .17 .01 .48 .00 .45-.50 .48-.48 
                  30-39 years old 628 3 .12 .06 .18 .02 .08-.29 .16-.20 
      40 years of age and older 3,775 9 .30 .20 .35 .23 .18-.52 .05-.65 
                  40-49 years old 615 2 .30 .00 .39 .00 .29-.49 .39-.39 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.05-.21 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .09 .05 .11 .00 .05-.16 .11-.11 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 355,324 47 .39 .04 .54 .05 .52-.56 .48-.60 
      Less than 40 years old 350,115 30 .39 .04 .54 .04 .52-.57 .49-.60 
            14-19 years old 343,877 13 .39 .03 .55 .00 .52-.58 .55-.55 
                  14-17 years old 266,096 7 .39 .02 .55 .03 .51-.58 .51-.58 
                  18-19 years old 546 2 .24 .00 .46 .00 .27-.66 .46-.46 
            20-39 years old 5,499 12 .20 .06 .28 .01 .23-.33 .26-.30 
                  20-24 years old 464 3 .16 .05 .52 .00 .48-.56 .52-.52 
                  25-29 years old 2,158 4 .21 .08 .52 .00 .45-.60 .52-.52 
                  30-39 years old 750 3 .17 .09 .24 .08 .09-.39 .14-.34 
      40 years of age and older 3,934 9 .22 .06 .25 .05 .20-.30 .19-.31 
                  40-49 years old 536 2 .18 .00 .26 .00 .15-.37 .26-.26 
                  50-59 years old 395 1 .16 -- .18 -- .07-.29 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,277 4 .19 .05 .22 .00 .16-.28 .22-.22 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  11,250 12 .35 .05 .50 .00 .46-.54 .50-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 9,159 9 .34 .04 .42 .00 .37-.47 .42-.42 
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            14-19 years old 3,810 3 .34 .06 .46 .08 .35-.58 .37-.56 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,271 2 .42 .03 .48 .01 .43-.53 .46-.50 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,091 3 .42 .07 .46 .08 .34-.59 .37-.56 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .30 -- .52 -- .43-.62 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  451,679 116 .23 .09 .32 .09 .28-.35 .21-.43 
      Less than 40 years old 418,352 85 .21 .06 .27 .05 .24-.30 .20-.34 
            14-19 years old 366,953 45 .19 .03 .26 .00 .24-.29 .26-.26 
                  14-17 years old 282,454 30 .20 .02 .28 .03 .24-.31 .24-.31 
                  18-19 years old 595 4 .38 .08 .63 .00 .52-.73 .63-.63 
            20-39 years old 26,145 22 .36 .11 .47 .11 .40-.54 .34-.61 
                  20-24 years old 15,875 10 .35 .11 .58 .07 .52-.64 .49-.67 
                  25-29 years old 1,229 5 .27 .16 .49 .13 .31-.66 .33-.65 
                  30-39 years old 9,041 7 .39 .10 .50 .12 .39-.61 .34-.65 
      40 years of age and older 3,084 13 .38 .15 .47 .17 .37-.57 .26-.68 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .29 -- .35 -- .24-.46 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .24 -- .30 -- .17-.42 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,761 8 .37 .14 .46 .16 .34-.59 .25-.67 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  3,814 5 .34 .10 .43 .10 .29-.57 .30-.57 
      Less than 40 years old 2,719 3 .30 .07 .43 .09 .29-.57 .31-.55 
            14-19 years old 1,383 1 .26 -- .37 -- .30-.44 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,336 2 .34 .00 .40 .00 .34-.47 .40-.40 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .08 -- .36 -- .19-.53 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,095 2 .44 .00 .48 .00 .40-.56 .48-.48 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .38 -- .59 -- .50-.69 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  415,446 82 .40 .05 .54 .00 .51-.57 .54-.54 
      Less than 40 years old 409,185 76 .40 .05 .51 .00 .48-.54 .51-.51 
            14-19 years old 350,604 44 .38 .04 .52 .00 .49-.56 .52-.52 
                  14-17 years old 269,094 29 .38 .03 .52 .04 .47-.57 .47-.57 
                  18-19 years old 1,123 4 .40 .07 .50 .00 .40-.60 .50-.50 
            20-39 years old 18,552 11 .39 .10 .48 .05 .42-.54 .42-.55 
                  20-24 years old 15,270 6 .38 .10 .67 .00 .62-.72 .67-.67 
                  25-29 years old 780 3 .30 .13 .52 .09 .40-.64 .41-.64 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,009 2 .59 .01 .68 .00 .67-.69 .68-.68 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  392,706 63 .28 .05 .39 .00 .37-.41 .39-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 390,272 58 .28 .05 .36 .00 .35-.38 .36-.36 
            14-19 years old 345,986 32 .26 .02 .36 .00 .35-.38 .36-.36 
                  14-17 years old 266,856 18 .27 .01 .37 .00 .36-.39 .37-.37 
                  18-19 years old 947 6 .33 .06 .60 .00 .39-.81 .60-.60 
            20-39 years old 4,962 6 .26 .10 .37 .07 .31-.44 .28-.46 
                  20-24 years old 2,368 2 .11 .00 .46 .00 .46-.46 .46-.46 
                  25-29 years old 117 1 .63 -- .85 -- .77-.93 -- 
                  30-39 years old 50 1 .51 -- .75 -- .59-.91 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,970 2 .42 .03 .48 .02 .43-.53 .46-.50 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  451,252 161 .37 .06 .50 .00 .49-.51 .50-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 436,747 111 .37 .06 .46 .00 .45-.47 .46-.46 
            14-19 years old 353,717 46 .37 .02 .49 .00 .48-.50 .49-.49 
                  14-17 years old 267,717 23 .37 .01 .49 .01 .48-.50 .48-.51 
                  18-19 years old 1,551 11 .35 .08 .42 .00 .34-.50 .42-.42 
            20-39 years old 41,858 35 .34 .10 .42 .09 .37-.47 .30-.53 
                  20-24 years old 27,012 14 .27 .09 .45 .06 .39-.52 .38-.53 
                  25-29 years old 2,696 8 .25 .09 .44 .06 .36-.51 .36-.52 
                  30-39 years old 9,380 10 .42 .11 .48 .12 .37-.58 .32-.63 
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      40 years of age and older 6,987 29 .40 .13 .45 .07 .38-.51 .35-.54 
                  40-49 years old 761 4 .28 .10 .33 .08 .17-.48 .22-.43 
                  50-59 years old 361 1 .22 -- .25 -- .14-.36 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,485 14 .36 .12 .40 .12 .33-.48 .25-.56 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 404,696 74 .33 .05 .54 .01 .51-.56 .52-.55 
      Less than 40 years old 403,590 68 .33 .05 .51 .02 .49-.54 .49-.54 
            14-19 years old 346,845 34 .31 .02 .53 .00 .50-.56 .53-.53 
                  14-17 years old 268,364 22 .30 .02 .52 .03 .49-.56 .49-.56 
                  18-19 years old 1,162 3 .47 .04 .80 .00 .72-.88 .80-.80 
            20-39 years old 15,621 8 .35 .11 .48 .11 .40-.56 .34-.62 
                  20-24 years old 14,956 4 .35 .11 .62 .08 .53-.70 .52-.72 
                  25-29 years old 581 2 .50 .15 .73 .11 .57-.90 .59-.87 
                  30-39 years old 84 2 .57 .05 .78 .00 .73-.84 .78-.78 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  344,170 19 .22 .02 .36 .03 .34-.39 .33-.40 
      Less than 40 years old 343,024 18 .22 .02 .37 .03 .34-.39 .33-.40 
            14-19 years old 341,773 17 .22 .01 .36 .00 .34-.38 .36-.36 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .22 .01 .37 .00 .36-.38 .37-.37 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .41 -- .47 -- .42-.53 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .43 -- .49 -- .44-.55 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Auditory Processing (Ga) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  3,145 3 .41 .08 .70 .00 .64-.77 .70-.70 
      Less than 40 years old 3,145 3 .41 .08 .65 .00 .59-.71 .65-.65 
            14-19 years old 319 1 .25 -- .50 -- .43-.58 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 177 1 .56 -- .74 -- .66-.82 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 177 1 .56 -- .73 -- .65-.81 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  8,601 10 .44 .05 .62 .00 .57-.66 .62-.62 
      Less than 40 years old 6,420 7 .42 .05 .66 .03 .60-.72 .62-.70 
            14-19 years old 4,013 4 .39 .05 .61 .07 .52-.70 .52-.70 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,258 2 .49 .00 .55 .00 .54-.55 .55-.55 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,182 3 .49 .01 .54 .00 .51-.56 .54-.54 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .34 -- .58 -- .49-.68 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  8,333 10 .45 .06 .59 .00 .53-.64 .59-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 6,256 7 .43 .05 .59 .04 .52-.65 .54-.64 
            14-19 years old 3,932 4 .41 .05 .54 .06 .46-.63 .46-.62 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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            20-39 years old 2,323 3 .48 .00 .56 .00 .55-.56 .56-.56 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 177 1 .51 -- .71 -- .63-.79 -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,078 3 .51 .01 .58 .00 .55-.60 .58-.58 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .46 -- .65 -- .57-.74 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 6,649 8 .41 .07 .48 .07 .42-.54 .39-.57 
      Less than 40 years old 4,748 5 .39 .07 .51 .08 .43-.59 .41-.61 
            14-19 years old 2,802 3 .36 .07 .47 .09 .36-.58 .36-.58 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,946 2 .44 .03 .49 .02 .44-.54 .47-.52 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,901 3 .47 .05 .54 .04 .45-.62 .48-.59 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .46 -- .67 -- .59-.75 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 7,618 8 .29 .05 .42 .00 .36-.48 .42-.42 
      Less than 40 years old 5,948 6 .27 .05 .43 .05 .36-.50 .36-.49 
            14-19 years old 3,927 4 .23 .04 .40 .00 .36-.44 .40-.40 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,021 2 .34 .05 .38 .04 .31-.46 .33-.44 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,670 2 .36 .05 .40 .04 .33-.48 .36-.45 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv)  11,250 12 .35 .05 .50 .00 .46-.54 .50-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 9,159 9 .34 .04 .42 .00 .37-.47 .42-.42 
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            14-19 years old 3,810 3 .34 .06 .46 .08 .35-.58 .37-.56 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,271 2 .42 .03 .48 .01 .43-.53 .46-.50 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,091 3 .42 .07 .46 .08 .34-.59 .37-.56 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .30 -- .52 -- .43-.62 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  2,649 1 .30 -- .64 -- .62-.67 -- 
      Less than 40 years old 2,649 1 .30 -- .53 -- .50-.56 -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  3,142 4 .30 .09 .37 .10 .25-.50 .24-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 2,185 2 .27 .06 .40 .08 .27-.53 .30-.50 
            14-19 years old 1,143 1 .23 -- .34 -- .26-.42 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,042 1 .31 -- .36 -- .29-.42 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 957 2 .38 .00 .40 .00 .31-.49 .40-.40 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .25 -- .48 -- .37-.58 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  7,361 7 .44 .05 .55 .05 .50-.60 .49-.62 
      Less than 40 years old 5,429 5 .42 .05 .60 .04 .54-.65 .54-.65 
            14-19 years old 3,095 3 .40 .06 .57 .07 .48-.67 .49-.66 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,333 2 .44 .02 .50 .00 .48-.53 .50-.50 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,933 2 .50 .01 .55 .00 .54-.57 .55-.55 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  7,167 7 .47 .05 .60 .06 .55-.65 .52-.67 
      Less than 40 years old 5,289 5 .45 .05 .65 .06 .59-.71 .58-.72 
            14-19 years old 3,047 3 .42 .03 .61 .01 .56-.66 .59-.63 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,241 2 .49 .05 .55 .05 .48-.63 .49-.61 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,878 2 .52 .02 .58 .00 .56-.61 .58-.58 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  9,495 13 .40 .14 .55 .16 .43-.66 .34-.75 
      Less than 40 years old 7,345 10 .37 .15 .56 .19 .41-.71 .32-.80 
            14-19 years old 4,280 5 .36 .07 .50 .00 .40-.60 .50-.50 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old 202 1 .09 -- .09 -- -.04-.23 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,277 2 .50 .06 .56 .07 .46-.66 .47-.64 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 467 
      40 years of age and older 2,150 3 .50 .08 .54 .09 .40-.67 .42-.65 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .44 -- .56 -- .42-.70 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 946 4 .17 .09 .46 .02 .38-.53 .43-.49 
      Less than 40 years old 946 4 .17 .09 .43 .03 .36-.50 .40-.47 
            14-19 years old 319 1 .10 -- .19 -- .08-.30 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  4,082 3 .47 .06 .73 .08 .62-.83 .62-.83 
      Less than 40 years old 2,936 2 .45 .05 .78 .08 .65-.90 .68-.87 
            14-19 years old 1,685 1 .42 -- .72 -- .66-.79 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .49 -- .56 -- .51-.60 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .54 -- .60 -- .55-.65 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Processing Speed (Gs) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  51,820 71 .53 .06 .71 .00 .69-.73 .71-.71 
      Less than 40 years old 22,891 53 .45 .07 .63 .00 .61-.65 .63-.63 
            14-19 years old 20,930 38 .45 .06 .68 .00 .67-.70 .68-.68 
                  14-17 years old 17,980 26 .46 .06 .60 .00 .58-.62 .60-.60 
                  18-19 years old 2,591 10 .41 .07 .66 .02 .63-.70 .64-.69 
            20-39 years old 1,039 6 .48 .06 .63 .00 .57-.70 .63-.63 
                  20-24 years old 269 2 .53 .00 .67 .00 .54-.79 .67-.67 
                  25-29 years old 456 2 .45 .00 .58 .00 .47-.68 .58-.58 
                  30-39 years old 314 2 .48 .00 .60 .00 .48-.72 .60-.60 
      40 years of age and older 1,250 7 .56 .07 .65 .05 .59-.71 .58-.71 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 650 4 .53 .09 .63 .08 .52-.73 .52-.73 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  388,045 83 .21 .06 .32 .06 .29-.34 .24-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 383,579 62 .21 .06 .31 .06 .28-.35 .24-.39 
            14-19 years old 341,674 27 .20 .05 .31 .08 .25-.37 .21-.41 
                  14-17 years old 267,127 18 .22 .05 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 
                  18-19 years old 734 4 .24 .06 .52 .00 .43-.61 .52-.52 
            20-39 years old 17,781 18 .23 .07 .52 .00 .49-.56 .52-.52 
                  20-24 years old 15,814 10 .22 .07 .50 .00 .46-.54 .50-.50 
                  25-29 years old 1,229 5 .28 .08 .53 .00 .44-.62 .53-.53 
                  30-39 years old 738 3 .33 .04 .40 .00 .35-.45 .40-.40 
      40 years of age and older 3,167 14 .44 .08 .52 .07 .47-.58 .44-.60 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .39 -- .46 -- .36-.56 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .41 -- .49 -- .39-.60 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,844 9 .43 .08 .52 .07 .45-.60 .43-.62 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  345,717 38 .14 .05 .19 .06 .17-.21 .11-.27 
      Less than 40 years old 341,568 20 .14 .04 .19 .05 .16-.22 .12-.26 
            14-19 years old 339,539 9 .14 .04 .20 .06 .15-.24 .13-.27 
                  14-17 years old 265,837 7 .15 .04 .21 .06 .16-.27 .14-.28 
                  18-19 years old 200 1 .43 -- .63 -- .46-.79 -- 
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            20-39 years old 1,360 7 .38 .12 .47 .13 .35-.60 .31-.64 
                  20-24 years old 269 2 .48 .00 .63 .00 .50-.77 .63-.63 
                  25-29 years old 353 2 .39 .19 .48 .22 .16-.80 .21-.76 
                  30-39 years old 738 3 .33 .08 .41 .08 .29-.53 .31-.51 
      40 years of age and older 3,167 14 .36 .12 .43 .13 .34-.52 .26-.60 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .25 -- .30 -- .19-.42 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .32 -- .39 -- .28-.51 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,844 9 .34 .14 .44 .15 .32-.56 .25-.64 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 3,909 17 .24 .05 .38 .00 .35-.41 .38-.38 
      Less than 40 years old 1,386 9 .24 .05 .37 .00 .32-.42 .37-.37 
            14-19 years old 384 4 .22 .08 .49 .00 .43-.56 .49-.49 
                  14-17 years old 384 4 .22 .08 .53 .00 .46-.59 .53-.53 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 691 3 .24 .01 .30 .00 .28-.31 .30-.30 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 153 1 .26 -- .31 -- .13-.49 -- 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .24 .01 .29 .00 .28-.31 .29-.29 
      40 years of age and older 1,834 6 .25 .05 .31 .00 .27-.36 .31-.31 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .23 -- .29 -- .17-.41 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .31 -- .39 -- .27-.51 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .24 .05 .30 .00 .24-.36 .30-.30 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 343,791 27 .16 .04 .22 .05 .19-.25 .15-.28 
      Less than 40 years old 340,995 15 .16 .04 .22 .05 .18-.26 .15-.29 
            14-19 years old 339,528 7 .16 .04 .23 .06 .17-.29 .16-.31 
                  14-17 years old 265,706 5 .17 .04 .25 .06 .19-.32 .18-.33 
                  18-19 years old 320 1 .22 -- .55 -- .48-.63 -- 
            20-39 years old 826 4 .25 .06 .35 .03 .25-.45 .31-.39 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .18 -- .49 -- .37-.62 -- 
                  25-29 years old 153 1 .35 -- .43 -- .26-.60 -- 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .24 .04 .29 .00 .22-.35 .29-.29 
      40 years of age and older 1,834 6 .28 .03 .34 .00 .32-.37 .34-.34 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .29 -- .35 -- .24-.46 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .26 -- .32 -- .20-.43 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .29 .03 .35 .00 .31-.39 .35-.35 
Visual Processing (Gv)  451,679 116 .23 .09 .32 .09 .28-.35 .21-.43 
      Less than 40 years old 418,352 85 .21 .06 .27 .05 .24-.30 .20-.34 
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            14-19 years old 366,953 45 .19 .03 .26 .00 .24-.29 .26-.26 
                  14-17 years old 282,454 30 .20 .02 .28 .03 .24-.31 .24-.31 
                  18-19 years old 595 4 .38 .08 .63 .00 .52-.73 .63-.63 
            20-39 years old 26,145 22 .36 .11 .47 .11 .40-.54 .34-.61 
                  20-24 years old 15,875 10 .35 .11 .58 .07 .52-.64 .49-.67 
                  25-29 years old 1,229 5 .27 .16 .49 .13 .31-.66 .33-.65 
                  30-39 years old 9,041 7 .39 .10 .50 .12 .39-.61 .34-.65 
      40 years of age and older 3,084 13 .38 .15 .47 .17 .37-.57 .26-.68 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .29 -- .35 -- .24-.46 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .24 -- .30 -- .17-.42 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,761 8 .37 .14 .46 .16 .34-.59 .25-.67 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  2,649 1 .30 -- .64 -- .62-.67 -- 
      Less than 40 years old 2,649 1 .30 -- .53 -- .50-.56 -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  85 1 .24 -- .57 -- .43-.71 -- 
      Less than 40 years old 85 1 .24 -- .49 -- .32-.65 -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 85 1 .24 -- .52 -- .36-.67 -- 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .24 -- .47 -- .30-.64 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  381,905 56 .17 .06 .24 .06 .18-.29 .16-.31 
      Less than 40 years old 381,757 55 .17 .06 .23 .06 .18-.29 .16-.30 
            14-19 years old 343,934 35 .14 .05 .21 .07 .14-.28 .12-.30 
                  14-17 years old 267,792 25 .16 .05 .23 .06 .16-.30 .15-.31 
                  18-19 years old 161 2 .25 .08 .30 .00 .20-.40 .30-.30 
            20-39 years old 13,558 6 .30 .06 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
                  20-24 years old 12,895 4 .30 .06 .59 .00 .55-.62 .59-.59 
                  25-29 years old 663 2 .30 .19 .51 .16 .28-.73 .31-.71 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  373,619 46 .20 .07 .29 .08 .22-.36 .19-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 373,437 45 .20 .07 .28 .08 .21-.36 .19-.38 
            14-19 years old 348,652 27 .19 .07 .28 .10 .19-.38 .16-.41 
                  14-17 years old 266,844 18 .21 .06 .31 .09 .21-.40 .20-.42 
                  18-19 years old 349 3 .39 .14 .65 .08 .52-.77 .54-.76 
            20-39 years old 185 2 .12 .37 .48 .19 .10-.85 .24-.71 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 -.05 -- .30 -- .16-.43 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 50 1 .55 -- .77 -- .61-.93 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  408,884 85 .19 .08 .29 .08 .26-.32 .19-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 400,769 59 .19 .07 .27 .07 .23-.32 .19-.36 
            14-19 years old 350,981 26 .18 .07 .25 .03 .18-.33 .21-.30 
                  14-17 years old 266,942 16 .20 .06 .28 .08 .20-.36 .18-.38 
                  18-19 years old 580 3 .16 .07 .23 .00 .10-.36 .23-.23 
            20-39 years old 24,715 15 .25 .10 .43 .00 .36-.50 .43-.43 
                  20-24 years old 15,148 5 .16 .08 .43 .00 .37-.49 .43-.43 
                  25-29 years old 566 3 .30 .09 .43 .08 .28-.59 .32-.54 
                  30-39 years old 9,001 7 .39 .12 .46 .14 .34-.59 .29-.64 
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      40 years of age and older 3,167 14 .37 .12 .43 .12 .35-.51 .28-.58 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .26 -- .31 -- .20-.42 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .29 -- .35 -- .23-.46 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,844 9 .35 .10 .42 .10 .33-.51 .30-.54 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 387,245 44 .11 .07 .20 .11 .11-.29 .06-.33 
      Less than 40 years old 387,097 43 .11 .07 .19 .11 .10-.28 .06-.33 
            14-19 years old 350,819 29 .09 .03 .15 .00 .10-.21 .15-.15 
                  14-17 years old 267,192 20 .10 .03 .17 .00 .11-.23 .17-.17 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 13,112 3 .24 .03 .47 .00 .43-.50 .47-.47 
                  20-24 years old 12,648 2 .25 .02 .51 .00 .49-.54 .51-.51 
                  25-29 years old 464 1 .13 -- .42 -- .34-.49 -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  340,088 16 .13 .05 .21 .08 .14-.29 .12-.31 
      Less than 40 years old 340,088 16 .13 .05 .22 .08 .14-.29 .12-.32 
            14-19 years old 340,088 16 .13 .05 .23 .08 .15-.31 .13-.34 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .15 .04 .26 .07 .18-.34 .17-.35 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Less than 40 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  3,954 5 .36 .10 .49 .12 .35-.63 .34-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 2,842 3 .32 .05 .49 .06 .38-.59 .41-.57 
            14-19 years old 1,465 1 .29 -- .44 -- .37-.51 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,377 2 .35 .00 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .27 -- .54 -- .37-.70 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,112 2 .47 .00 .51 .00 .44-.59 .51-.51 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .38 -- .62 -- .53-.70 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  3,478 5 .30 .09 .38 .04 .26-.50 .32-.44 
      Less than 40 years old 2,364 2 .27 .03 .38 .00 .33-.44 .38-.38 
            14-19 years old 1,270 1 .25 -- .36 -- .28-.43 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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            20-39 years old 1,094 1 .29 -- .33 -- .27-.39 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,114 3 .36 .05 .37 .00 .27-.47 .37-.37 
                  40-49 years old 349 2 .21 .09 .45 .03 .34-.55 .41-.48 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 2,714 5 .32 .12 .39 .12 .25-.54 .24-.54 
      Less than 40 years old 1,796 2 .27 .08 .36 .09 .22-.50 .24-.47 
            14-19 years old 1,014 1 .23 -- .30 -- .22-.37 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 782 1 .34 -- .38 -- .31-.45 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 917 3 .42 .11 .45 .04 .27-.63 .40-.49 
                  40-49 years old 349 2 .37 .18 .60 .14 .39-.81 .42-.77 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 2,611 4 .41 .07 .54 .08 .43-.64 .44-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 1,915 2 .40 .03 .58 .00 .53-.64 .58-.58 
            14-19 years old 1,039 1 .42 -- .61 -- .54-.68 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 876 1 .38 -- .43 -- .37-.49 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 696 2 .44 .00 .46 .00 .37-.56 .46-.46 
                  40-49 years old 117 1 .02 -- .36 -- .23-.50 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv)  3,814 5 .34 .10 .43 .10 .29-.57 .30-.57 
      Less than 40 years old 2,719 3 .30 .07 .43 .09 .29-.57 .31-.55 
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            14-19 years old 1,383 1 .26 -- .37 -- .30-.44 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,336 2 .34 .00 .40 .00 .34-.47 .40-.40 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .08 -- .36 -- .19-.53 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,095 2 .44 .00 .48 .00 .40-.56 .48-.48 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .38 -- .59 -- .50-.69 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  3,142 4 .30 .09 .37 .10 .25-.50 .24-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 2,185 2 .27 .06 .40 .08 .27-.53 .30-.50 
            14-19 years old 1,143 1 .23 -- .34 -- .26-.42 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,042 1 .31 -- .36 -- .29-.42 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 957 2 .38 .00 .40 .00 .31-.49 .40-.40 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .25 -- .48 -- .37-.58 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  85 1 .24 -- .57 -- .43-.71 -- 
      Less than 40 years old 85 1 .24 -- .49 -- .32-.65 -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 85 1 .24 -- .52 -- .36-.67 -- 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .24 -- .47 -- .30-.64 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  3,756 5 .29 .12 .37 .15 .20-.54 .18-.56 
      Less than 40 years old 2,876 4 .23 .00 .34 .00 .34-.34 .34-.34 
            14-19 years old 1,465 1 .24 -- .34 -- .27-.41 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,377 2 .23 .00 .28 .00 .22-.35 .28-.28 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .06 -- .43 -- .30-.57 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 880 1 .48 -- .54 -- .48-.59 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  3,451 3 .32 .10 .40 .12 .26-.53 .25-.55 
      Less than 40 years old 2,615 2 .27 .02 .39 .00 .34-.44 .39-.39 
            14-19 years old 1,416 1 .26 -- .37 -- .30-.44 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,200 1 .29 -- .33 -- .27-.39 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 836 1 .46 -- .51 -- .45-.57 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  3,919 5 .32 .12 .42 .13 .26-.57 .25-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 2,690 2 .29 .04 .40 .04 .32-.47 .35-.45 
            14-19 years old 1,450 1 .26 -- .36 -- .30-.43 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,240 1 .32 -- .35 -- .29-.40 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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      40 years of age and older 1,229 3 .40 .07 .35 .00 .23-.47 .35-.35 
                  40-49 years old 349 2 .15 .12 .16 .13 -.07-.39 -.01-.32 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 119 2 .11 .07 .38 .00 .30-.46 .38-.38 
      Less than 40 years old 119 2 .11 .07 .38 .00 .30-.46 .38-.38 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 85 1 .14 -- .37 -- .19-.56 -- 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .14 -- .42 -- .25-.59 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Less than 40 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Quantitative Ability (Gq) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  8,258 47 .68 .10 .83 .05 .81-.85 .77-.90 
      Less than 40 years old 8,026 45 .68 .10 .83 .04 .81-.85 .77-.89 
            14-19 years old 5,781 39 .71 .10 .83 .05 .80-.85 .77-.89 
                  14-17 years old 3,816 30 .68 .11 .72 .09 .68-.76 .60-.84 
                  18-19 years old 357 4 .66 .08 .58 .00 .52-.64 .58-.58 
            20-39 years old 559 2 .60 .06 .78 .00 .74-.83 .78-.78 
                  20-24 years old 95 1 .51 -- .72 -- .63-.81 -- 
                  25-29 years old 464 1 .62 -- .72 -- .67-.78 -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  400,511 66 .50 .06 .72 .02 .69-.75 .69-.75 
      Less than 40 years old 393,879 60 .50 .05 .72 .02 .70-.75 .69-.75 
            14-19 years old 347,397 28 .50 .03 .72 .02 .70-.75 .70-.75 
                  14-17 years old 267,751 16 .50 .03 .72 .02 .68-.76 .70-.74 
                  18-19 years old 1,147 4 .34 .08 .43 .00 .29-.58 .43-.43 
            20-39 years old 19,611 12 .44 .09 .72 .00 .67-.77 .72-.72 
                  20-24 years old 15,700 7 .39 .08 .71 .00 .68-.75 .71-.71 
                  25-29 years old 316 2 .50 .09 .71 .04 .62-.80 .65-.77 
                  30-39 years old 932 1 .57 -- .75 -- .71-.79 -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,172 2 .68 .06 .76 .06 .67-.85 .68-.84 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  358,280 18 .30 .05 .42 .06 .38-.45 .34-.49 
      Less than 40 years old 356,236 15 .30 .04 .42 .05 .38-.45 .35-.49 
            14-19 years old 342,535 10 .30 .02 .41 .02 .39-.43 .38-.44 
                  14-17 years old 265,462 5 .30 .01 .42 .00 .42-.43 .42-.42 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .48 -- .66 -- .34-.99 -- 
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            20-39 years old 2,385 2 .47 .01 .54 .00 .53-.56 .54-.54 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,960 2 .52 .00 .59 .00 .59-.60 .59-.59 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 7,486 11 .42 .06 .52 .04 .47-.56 .46-.57 
      Less than 40 years old 5,722 9 .40 .05 .50 .03 .46-.55 .47-.54 
            14-19 years old 3,419 6 .39 .06 .49 .05 .42-.57 .43-.56 
                  14-17 years old 108 2 .25 .09 .25 .00 .14-.37 .25-.25 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .49 -- .62 -- .52-.72 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,073 2 .41 .03 .47 .00 .43-.51 .47-.47 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,764 2 .48 .04 .56 .04 .49-.62 .51-.60 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 346,849 17 .49 .04 .67 .04 .64-.70 .61-.72 
      Less than 40 years old 345,124 15 .49 .04 .67 .04 .64-.71 .62-.73 
            14-19 years old 342,302 9 .49 .03 .68 .03 .64-.71 .64-.72 
                  14-17 years old 265,448 4 .49 .03 .69 .02 .65-.73 .66-.71 
                  18-19 years old 628 2 .17 .00 .29 .00 .11-.47 .29-.29 
            20-39 years old 2,262 3 .20 .02 .25 .00 .21-.29 .25-.25 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .21 -- .65 -- .56-.74 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,725 2 .33 .07 .37 .07 .27-.48 .29-.46 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv)  415,446 82 .40 .05 .54 .00 .51-.57 .54-.54 
      Less than 40 years old 409,185 76 .40 .05 .51 .00 .48-.54 .51-.51 
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            14-19 years old 350,604 44 .38 .04 .52 .00 .49-.56 .52-.52 
                  14-17 years old 269,094 29 .38 .03 .52 .04 .47-.57 .47-.57 
                  18-19 years old 1,123 4 .40 .07 .50 .00 .40-.60 .50-.50 
            20-39 years old 18,552 11 .39 .10 .48 .05 .42-.54 .42-.55 
                  20-24 years old 15,270 6 .38 .10 .67 .00 .62-.72 .67-.67 
                  25-29 years old 780 3 .30 .13 .52 .09 .40-.64 .41-.64 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,009 2 .59 .01 .68 .00 .67-.69 .68-.68 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  7,361 7 .44 .05 .55 .05 .50-.60 .49-.62 
      Less than 40 years old 5,429 5 .42 .05 .60 .04 .54-.65 .54-.65 
            14-19 years old 3,095 3 .40 .06 .57 .07 .48-.67 .49-.66 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,333 2 .44 .02 .50 .00 .48-.53 .50-.50 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,933 2 .50 .01 .55 .00 .54-.57 .55-.55 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  381,905 56 .17 .06 .24 .06 .18-.29 .16-.31 
      Less than 40 years old 381,757 55 .17 .06 .23 .06 .18-.29 .16-.30 
            14-19 years old 343,934 35 .14 .05 .21 .07 .14-.28 .12-.30 
                  14-17 years old 267,792 25 .16 .05 .23 .06 .16-.30 .15-.31 
                  18-19 years old 161 2 .25 .08 .30 .00 .20-.40 .30-.30 
            20-39 years old 13,558 6 .30 .06 .63 .00 .60-.65 .63-.63 
                  20-24 years old 12,895 4 .30 .06 .59 .00 .55-.62 .59-.59 
                  25-29 years old 663 2 .30 .19 .51 .16 .28-.73 .31-.71 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  3,756 5 .29 .12 .37 .15 .20-.54 .18-.56 
      Less than 40 years old 2,876 4 .23 .00 .34 .00 .34-.34 .34-.34 
            14-19 years old 1,465 1 .24 -- .34 -- .27-.41 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,377 2 .23 .00 .28 .00 .22-.35 .28-.28 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .06 -- .43 -- .30-.57 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 880 1 .48 -- .54 -- .48-.59 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  2,260,557 76 .47 .09 .72 .04 .70-.74 .67-.77 
      Less than 40 years old 2,258,066 72 .47 .09 .72 .04 .70-.74 .67-.77 
            14-19 years old 505,076 17 .53 .01 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
                  14-17 years old 265,956 9 .48 .01 .67 .00 .65-.69 .67-.67 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 13,033 9 .59 .07 .70 .02 .65-.76 .67-.73 
                  20-24 years old 9,991 5 .61 .07 .72 .04 .69-.74 .67-.76 
                  25-29 years old 541 2 .36 .11 .60 .04 .48-.72 .55-.65 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,071 2 .65 .03 .72 .01 .68-.76 .70-.74 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  2,118,951 89 .46 .09 .70 .00 .68-.71 .70-.70 
      Less than 40 years old 2,116,268 84 .46 .09 .70 .01 .68-.71 .69-.71 
            14-19 years old 347,235 23 .57 .02 .75 .00 .73-.78 .75-.75 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .56 .03 .76 .01 .72-.80 .74-.77 
                  18-19 years old 388 2 .59 .00 .78 .00 .60-.96 .78-.78 
            20-39 years old 27,927 11 .47 .06 .64 .00 .60-.68 .64-.64 
                  20-24 years old 24,964 8 .46 .06 .69 .00 .66-.71 .69-.69 
                  25-29 years old 424 1 .34 -- .51 -- .44-.59 -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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      40 years of age and older 2,123 2 .67 .08 .74 .09 .61-.86 .63-.85 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 2,279,176 82 .34 .07 .56 .05 .54-.58 .50-.63 
      Less than 40 years old 2,279,128 81 .34 .07 .56 .05 .54-.59 .50-.63 
            14-19 years old 345,479 24 .37 .03 .63 .00 .58-.68 .63-.63 
                  14-17 years old 267,590 15 .36 .03 .63 .03 .58-.68 .59-.67 
                  18-19 years old 738 2 .27 .02 .33 .00 .30-.36 .33-.33 
            20-39 years old 23,290 7 .39 .03 .56 .00 .54-.58 .56-.56 
                  20-24 years old 22,749 5 .39 .03 .62 .00 .60-.64 .62-.62 
                  25-29 years old 541 2 .34 .11 .56 .08 .44-.69 .47-.66 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  344,170 19 .37 .03 .61 .03 .57-.65 .58-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 343,024 18 .37 .03 .61 .03 .58-.65 .58-.65 
            14-19 years old 341,773 17 .37 .02 .61 .01 .58-.64 .60-.63 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .37 .01 .63 .00 .62-.64 .63-.63 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .61 -- .69 -- .65-.73 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .66 -- .74 -- .70-.77 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Reading and Writing (Grw) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  6,629 45 .63 .11 .84 .03 .82-.87 .80-.89 
      Less than 40 years old 5,967 41 .64 .11 .84 .00 .82-.86 .84-.84 
            14-19 years old 4,782 36 .64 .13 .83 .07 .80-.86 .74-.93 
                  14-17 years old 2,005 23 .64 .08 .70 .01 .66-.73 .68-.71 
                  18-19 years old 944 7 .60 .18 .81 .09 .73-.89 .69-.93 
            20-39 years old 50 1 .73 -- .89 -- .80-.99 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 50 1 .73 -- .90 -- .80-.99 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  377,846 45 .46 .04 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 375,190 40 .46 .04 .66 .01 .64-.67 .64-.67 
            14-19 years old 345,244 21 .44 .02 .64 .01 .63-.65 .63-.65 
                  14-17 years old 266,451 12 .44 .01 .64 .01 .63-.65 .62-.66 
                  18-19 years old 458 2 .35 .00 .53 .00 .30-.77 .53-.53 
            20-39 years old 5,176 6 .42 .03 .62 .00 .59-.64 .62-.62 
                  20-24 years old 2,368 2 .33 .03 .65 .00 .62-.68 .65-.65 
                  25-29 years old 117 1 .50 -- .81 -- .72-.90 -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .33 -- .58 -- .49-.68 -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,237 3 .54 .04 .60 .03 .53-.67 .55-.64 
                  40-49 years old 199 1 .51 -- .78 -- .70-.85 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  358,077 17 .34 .02 .47 .02 .46-.49 .44-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 356,171 15 .34 .02 .47 .02 .46-.49 .44-.50 
            14-19 years old 342,467 10 .34 .01 .47 .02 .46-.49 .45-.49 
                  14-17 years old 265,462 5 .34 .01 .48 .01 .46-.50 .46-.50 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .41 -- .57 -- .44-.70 -- 
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            20-39 years old 2,511 3 .42 .05 .51 .05 .43-.59 .45-.57 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .15 -- .51 -- .43-.60 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,907 2 .50 .06 .56 .06 .48-.65 .49-.64 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 7,557 13 .33 .07 .42 .07 .36-.48 .33-.51 
      Less than 40 years old 5,826 11 .32 .07 .41 .07 .35-.48 .33-.50 
            14-19 years old 3,568 8 .30 .08 .39 .08 .30-.49 .30-.49 
                  14-17 years old 279 4 .28 .08 .28 .00 .20-.36 .28-.28 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .46 -- .58 -- .46-.70 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,028 2 .35 .07 .39 .07 .29-.50 .31-.48 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,731 2 .38 .09 .43 .10 .29-.58 .31-.56 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 346,570 15 .42 .02 .59 .02 .57-.61 .56-.62 
      Less than 40 years old 344,646 12 .42 .02 .59 .02 .57-.61 .56-.62 
            14-19 years old 341,926 7 .43 .02 .59 .02 .58-.61 .57-.62 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .43 .00 .61 .00 .60-.61 .61-.61 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .28 -- .40 -- .13-.67 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,490 4 .28 .03 .37 .00 .35-.39 .37-.37 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 .12 -- .53 -- .41-.65 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .25 -- .62 -- .54-.71 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,924 3 .39 .04 .44 .03 .36-.52 .39-.48 
                  40-49 years old 199 1 .49 -- .79 -- .72-.87 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv)  392,706 63 .28 .05 .39 .00 .37-.41 .39-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 390,272 58 .28 .05 .36 .00 .35-.38 .36-.36 
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            14-19 years old 345,986 32 .26 .02 .36 .00 .35-.38 .36-.36 
                  14-17 years old 266,856 18 .27 .01 .37 .00 .36-.39 .37-.37 
                  18-19 years old 947 6 .33 .06 .60 .00 .39-.81 .60-.60 
            20-39 years old 4,962 6 .26 .10 .37 .07 .31-.44 .28-.46 
                  20-24 years old 2,368 2 .11 .00 .46 .00 .46-.46 .46-.46 
                  25-29 years old 117 1 .63 -- .85 -- .77-.93 -- 
                  30-39 years old 50 1 .51 -- .75 -- .59-.91 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,970 2 .42 .03 .48 .02 .43-.53 .46-.50 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  7,167 7 .47 .05 .60 .06 .55-.65 .52-.67 
      Less than 40 years old 5,289 5 .45 .05 .65 .06 .59-.71 .58-.72 
            14-19 years old 3,047 3 .42 .03 .61 .01 .56-.66 .59-.63 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 2,241 2 .49 .05 .55 .05 .48-.63 .49-.61 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,878 2 .52 .02 .58 .00 .56-.61 .58-.58 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  373,619 46 .20 .07 .29 .08 .22-.36 .19-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 373,437 45 .20 .07 .28 .08 .21-.36 .19-.38 
            14-19 years old 348,652 27 .19 .07 .28 .10 .19-.38 .16-.41 
                  14-17 years old 266,844 18 .21 .06 .31 .09 .21-.40 .20-.42 
                  18-19 years old 349 3 .39 .14 .65 .08 .52-.77 .54-.76 
            20-39 years old 185 2 .12 .37 .48 .19 .10-.85 .24-.71 
                  20-24 years old 135 1 -.05 -- .30 -- .16-.43 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 50 1 .55 -- .77 -- .61-.93 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  3,451 3 .32 .10 .40 .12 .26-.53 .25-.55 
      Less than 40 years old 2,615 2 .27 .02 .39 .00 .34-.44 .39-.39 
            14-19 years old 1,416 1 .26 -- .37 -- .30-.44 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,200 1 .29 -- .33 -- .27-.39 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 836 1 .46 -- .51 -- .45-.57 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  2,260,557 76 .47 .09 .72 .04 .70-.74 .67-.77 
      Less than 40 years old 2,258,066 72 .47 .09 .72 .04 .70-.74 .67-.77 
            14-19 years old 505,076 17 .53 .01 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
                  14-17 years old 265,956 9 .48 .01 .67 .00 .65-.69 .67-.67 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 13,033 9 .59 .07 .70 .02 .65-.76 .67-.73 
                  20-24 years old 9,991 5 .61 .07 .72 .04 .69-.74 .67-.76 
                  25-29 years old 541 2 .36 .11 .60 .04 .48-.72 .55-.65 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,071 2 .65 .03 .72 .01 .68-.76 .70-.74 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  2,105,439 85 .64 .09 .86 .06 .84-.87 .78-.93 
      Less than 40 years old 2,102,478 78 .64 .09 .86 .06 .84-.88 .78-.93 
            14-19 years old 346,693 21 .52 .03 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
                  14-17 years old 267,907 12 .53 .02 .71 .03 .68-.73 .67-.74 
                  18-19 years old 458 2 .58 .00 .74 .00 .61-.87 .74-.74 
            20-39 years old 15,130 8 .68 .12 .79 .09 .66-.93 .68-.90 
                  20-24 years old 12,039 4 .71 .06 .84 .04 .81-.87 .79-.88 
                  25-29 years old 424 1 .59 -- .76 -- .71-.81 -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .33 -- .36 -- .24-.48 -- 
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      40 years of age and older 2,391 5 .60 .10 .64 .00 .48-.79 .64-.64 
                  40-49 years old 347 3 .40 .16 .49 .13 .26-.71 .32-.65 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 2,081,687 62 .37 .07 .60 .06 .58-.63 .53-.68 
      Less than 40 years old 2,081,405 60 .37 .07 .60 .06 .58-.63 .53-.68 
            14-19 years old 340,809 11 .25 .03 .42 .00 .38-.46 .41-.43 
                  14-17 years old 265,826 7 .25 .02 .44 .03 .40-.48 .40-.48 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 10,212 4 .50 .02 .58 .00 .56-.60 .58-.58 
                  20-24 years old 9,671 2 .50 .00 .58 .00 .56-.60 .58-.58 
                  25-29 years old 541 2 .41 .07 .70 .00 .63-.77 .70-.70 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  343,553 13 .39 .02 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 342,407 12 .39 .01 .65 .01 .64-.67 .64-.67 
            14-19 years old 341,156 11 .39 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
                  14-17 years old 265,826 7 .39 .01 .67 .00 .65-.68 .67-.67 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .51 -- .58 -- .53-.62 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .57 -- .64 -- .60-.68 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  11,253 49 .61 .12 .76 .05 .73-.80 .70-.83 
      Less than 40 years old 7,639 31 .61 .15 .77 .00 .73-.82 .77-.77 
            14-19 years old 4,103 14 .63 .13 .68 .00 .61-.75 .68-.68 
                  14-17 years old 678 4 .64 .04 .73 .00 .67-.80 .73-.73 
                  18-19 years old 2,087 9 .54 .08 .47 .00 .43-.52 .47-.47 
            20-39 years old 1,573 10 .58 .09 .66 .00 .60-.72 .66-.66 
                  20-24 years old 788 5 .51 .09 .63 .00 .55-.71 .63-.63 
                  25-29 years old 200 1 .68 -- .72 -- .64-.80 -- 
                  30-39 years old 285 3 .64 .01 .68 .00 .61-.75 .68-.68 
      40 years of age and older 1,980 11 .62 .05 .66 .01 .63-.69 .65-.67 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old 810 5 .61 .08 .65 .06 .58-.72 .57-.73 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  426,521 151 .51 .07 .71 .02 .70-.72 .68-.74 
      Less than 40 years old 416,140 104 .51 .07 .71 .03 .70-.73 .67-.76 
            14-19 years old 352,968 48 .50 .03 .70 .00 .69-.71 .70-.70 
                  14-17 years old 267,083 17 .50 .01 .70 .01 .69-.71 .69-.71 
                  18-19 years old 2,830 18 .33 .12 .39 .06 .29-.49 .32-.47 
            20-39 years old 35,992 31 .56 .16 .70 .10 .63-.77 .57-.83 
                  20-24 years old 26,939 12 .61 .14 .78 .09 .72-.84 .65-.90 
                  25-29 years old 3,118 9 .30 .15 .49 .16 .39-.58 .29-.68 
                  30-39 years old 2,856 6 .43 .12 .50 .10 .35-.65 .37-.63 
      40 years of age and older 7,804 34 .56 .09 .60 .00 .56-.65 .60-.60 
                  40-49 years old 1,234 6 .47 .07 .56 .00 .47-.65 .56-.56 
                  50-59 years old 368 1 .46 -- .50 -- .41-.59 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,711 17 .57 .09 .64 .07 .59-.69 .54-.73 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  370,909 69 .33 .04 .43 .03 .42-.45 .40-.47 
      Less than 40 years old 363,179 40 .32 .03 .43 .04 .41-.45 .38-.48 
            14-19 years old 345,047 19 .32 .03 .43 .04 .41-.45 .38-.48 
                  14-17 years old 266,051 7 .33 .02 .45 .03 .42-.47 .41-.48 
                  18-19 years old 1,107 6 .37 .12 .47 .00 .36-.58 .47-.47 
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            20-39 years old 6,271 15 .37 .06 .49 .00 .44-.53 .49-.49 
                  20-24 years old 567 3 .38 .01 .50 .00 .46-.54 .50-.50 
                  25-29 years old 2,072 4 .26 .07 .48 .07 .43-.53 .39-.56 
                  30-39 years old 1,001 5 .36 .10 .40 .07 .27-.52 .30-.49 
      40 years of age and older 6,498 24 .44 .08 .48 .00 .43-.52 .48-.48 
                  40-49 years old 885 4 .37 .03 .44 .00 .36-.52 .44-.44 
                  50-59 years old 491 2 .33 .00 .42 .00 .31-.53 .42-.42 
                  60+ years old 2,004 10 .44 .11 .50 .11 .42-.58 .36-.63 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 13,626 32 .31 .10 .46 .06 .42-.50 .39-.54 
      Less than 40 years old 8,794 19 .29 .07 .46 .04 .42-.50 .41-.51 
            14-19 years old 4,040 10 .32 .08 .41 .00 .32-.50 .41-.41 
                  14-17 years old 276 2 .23 .05 .36 .00 .29-.43 .36-.36 
                  18-19 years old 638 4 .32 .06 .37 .00 -.21-.95 .37-.37 
            20-39 years old 4,442 7 .25 .05 .38 .00 .33-.43 .38-.38 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old 1,872 3 .07 .04 .33 .00 .28-.38 .33-.33 
                  30-39 years old 538 2 .30 .02 .33 .00 .30-.37 .33-.33 
      40 years of age and older 3,934 10 .37 .10 .40 .00 .30-.51 .40-.40 
                  40-49 years old 732 3 .33 .15 .39 .17 .15-.64 .17-.61 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .34 -- .39 -- .28-.50 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,111 4 .34 .06 .39 .04 .32-.46 .34-.44 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 356,362 54 .56 .04 .76 .04 .74-.78 .71-.81 
      Less than 40 years old 350,138 30 .57 .03 .76 .04 .74-.79 .71-.81 
            14-19 years old 343,730 13 .57 .03 .77 .02 .75-.80 .75-.79 
                  14-17 years old 265,629 5 .57 .01 .78 .00 .77-.79 .78-.78 
                  18-19 years old 866 4 .27 .11 .31 .00 .15-.47 .31-.31 
            20-39 years old 5,670 12 .34 .06 .47 .00 .43-.51 .47-.47 
                  20-24 years old 282 2 .31 .01 .63 .00 .62-.65 .63-.63 
                  25-29 years old 2,175 4 .30 .08 .53 .05 .45-.60 .46-.59 
                  30-39 years old 1,086 4 .39 .04 .42 .00 .36-.48 .42-.42 
      40 years of age and older 4,571 13 .43 .07 .46 .00 .41-.52 .46-.46 
                  40-49 years old 1,018 5 .47 .12 .54 .06 .41-.68 .46-.63 
                  50-59 years old 409 1 .40 -- .44 -- .35-.53 -- 
                  60+ years old 1,419 5 .43 .03 .49 .00 .45-.52 .49-.49 
Visual Processing (Gv)  451,252 161 .37 .06 .50 .00 .49-.51 .50-.50 
      Less than 40 years old 436,747 111 .37 .06 .46 .00 .45-.47 .46-.46 
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            14-19 years old 353,717 46 .37 .02 .49 .00 .48-.50 .49-.49 
                  14-17 years old 267,717 23 .37 .01 .49 .01 .48-.50 .48-.51 
                  18-19 years old 1,551 11 .35 .08 .42 .00 .34-.50 .42-.42 
            20-39 years old 41,858 35 .34 .10 .42 .09 .37-.47 .30-.53 
                  20-24 years old 27,012 14 .27 .09 .45 .06 .39-.52 .38-.53 
                  25-29 years old 2,696 8 .25 .09 .44 .06 .36-.51 .36-.52 
                  30-39 years old 9,380 10 .42 .11 .48 .12 .37-.58 .32-.63 
      40 years of age and older 6,987 29 .40 .13 .45 .07 .38-.51 .35-.54 
                  40-49 years old 761 4 .28 .10 .33 .08 .17-.48 .22-.43 
                  50-59 years old 361 1 .22 -- .25 -- .14-.36 -- 
                  60+ years old 2,485 14 .36 .12 .40 .12 .33-.48 .25-.56 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  9,495 13 .40 .14 .55 .16 .43-.66 .34-.75 
      Less than 40 years old 7,345 10 .37 .15 .56 .19 .41-.71 .32-.80 
            14-19 years old 4,280 5 .36 .07 .50 .00 .40-.60 .50-.50 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old 202 1 .09 -- .09 -- -.04-.23 -- 
            20-39 years old 2,277 2 .50 .06 .56 .07 .46-.66 .47-.64 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,150 3 .50 .08 .54 .09 .40-.67 .42-.65 
                  40-49 years old 232 1 .44 -- .56 -- .42-.70 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  408,884 85 .19 .08 .29 .08 .26-.32 .19-.39 
      Less than 40 years old 400,769 59 .19 .07 .27 .07 .23-.32 .19-.36 
            14-19 years old 350,981 26 .18 .07 .25 .03 .18-.33 .21-.30 
                  14-17 years old 266,942 16 .20 .06 .28 .08 .20-.36 .18-.38 
                  18-19 years old 580 3 .16 .07 .23 .00 .10-.36 .23-.23 
            20-39 years old 24,715 15 .25 .10 .43 .00 .36-.50 .43-.43 
                  20-24 years old 15,148 5 .16 .08 .43 .00 .37-.49 .43-.43 
                  25-29 years old 566 3 .30 .09 .43 .08 .28-.59 .32-.54 
                  30-39 years old 9,001 7 .39 .12 .46 .14 .34-.59 .29-.64 
      40 years of age and older 3,167 14 .37 .12 .43 .12 .35-.51 .28-.58 
                  40-49 years old 383 1 .26 -- .31 -- .20-.42 -- 
                  50-59 years old 340 1 .29 -- .35 -- .23-.46 -- 
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                  60+ years old 1,844 9 .35 .10 .42 .10 .33-.51 .30-.54 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  3,919 5 .32 .12 .42 .13 .26-.57 .25-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 2,690 2 .29 .04 .40 .04 .32-.47 .35-.45 
            14-19 years old 1,450 1 .26 -- .36 -- .30-.43 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,240 1 .32 -- .35 -- .29-.40 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,229 3 .40 .07 .35 .00 .23-.47 .35-.35 
                  40-49 years old 349 2 .15 .12 .16 .13 -.07-.39 -.01-.32 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  2,118,951 89 .46 .09 .70 .00 .68-.71 .70-.70 
      Less than 40 years old 2,116,268 84 .46 .09 .70 .01 .68-.71 .69-.71 
            14-19 years old 347,235 23 .57 .02 .75 .00 .73-.78 .75-.75 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .56 .03 .76 .01 .72-.80 .74-.77 
                  18-19 years old 388 2 .59 .00 .78 .00 .60-.96 .78-.78 
            20-39 years old 27,927 11 .47 .06 .64 .00 .60-.68 .64-.64 
                  20-24 years old 24,964 8 .46 .06 .69 .00 .66-.71 .69-.69 
                  25-29 years old 424 1 .34 -- .51 -- .44-.59 -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 2,123 2 .67 .08 .74 .09 .61-.86 .63-.85 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  2,105,439 85 .64 .09 .86 .06 .84-.87 .78-.93 
      Less than 40 years old 2,102,478 78 .64 .09 .86 .06 .84-.88 .78-.93 
            14-19 years old 346,693 21 .52 .03 .69 .00 .67-.71 .69-.69 
                  14-17 years old 267,907 12 .53 .02 .71 .03 .68-.73 .67-.74 
                  18-19 years old 458 2 .58 .00 .74 .00 .61-.87 .74-.74 
            20-39 years old 15,130 8 .68 .12 .79 .09 .66-.93 .68-.90 
                  20-24 years old 12,039 4 .71 .06 .84 .04 .81-.87 .79-.88 
                  25-29 years old 424 1 .59 -- .76 -- .71-.81 -- 
                  30-39 years old 228 1 .33 -- .36 -- .24-.48 -- 
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      40 years of age and older 2,391 5 .60 .10 .64 .00 .48-.79 .64-.64 
                  40-49 years old 347 3 .40 .16 .49 .13 .26-.71 .32-.65 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 2,102,313 83 .47 .06 .69 .03 .68-.71 .65-.73 
      Less than 40 years old 2,102,121 81 .47 .06 .69 .03 .68-.71 .65-.73 
            14-19 years old 344,547 23 .47 .02 .77 .00 .76-.78 .77-.77 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .47 .01 .78 .00 .78-.79 .78-.78 
                  18-19 years old 835 3 .41 .13 .54 .01 .33-.76 .53-.56 
            20-39 years old 25,370 7 .43 .08 .57 .00 .52-.62 .57-.57 
                  20-24 years old 24,779 5 .43 .08 .63 .05 .58-.68 .57-.68 
                  25-29 years old 424 1 .47 -- .65 -- .59-.71 -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .61 -- .66 -- .55-.76 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  344,826 22 .51 .02 .82 .00 .79-.85 .82-.82 
      Less than 40 years old 343,680 21 .51 .02 .83 .02 .80-.85 .80-.85 
            14-19 years old 342,262 19 .51 .02 .83 .00 .80-.85 .83-.83 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .51 .01 .84 .00 .82-.85 .84-.84 
                  18-19 years old 489 2 .38 .12 .38 .00 .21-.55 .38-.38 
            20-39 years old 1,418 2 .69 .00 .78 .00 .74-.82 .78-.78 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .57 -- .63 -- .51-.74 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .72 -- .79 -- .76-.82 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Hard Sciences/Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  675,361 57 .54 .04 .71 .01 .71-.72 .70-.73 
      Less than 40 years old 674,709 50 .54 .04 .71 .00 .70-.72 .71-.71 
            14-19 years old 5,086 30 .50 .09 .54 .00 .52-.57 .54-.54 
                  14-17 years old 3,024 23 .48 .10 .54 .00 .50-.58 .54-.54 
                  18-19 years old 135 1 .42 -- .70 -- .62-.79 -- 
            20-39 years old 1,875 8 .44 .17 .62 .05 .52-.72 .55-.68 
                  20-24 years old 848 3 .47 .26 .69 .10 .46-.91 .56-.81 
                  25-29 years old 464 1 .37 -- .52 -- .46-.59 -- 
                  30-39 years old 563 4 .45 .12 .68 .07 .59-.76 .59-.76 
      40 years of age and older 56 1 .51 -- .51 -- .25-.77 -- 
                  40-49 years old 56 1 .51 -- .64 -- .48-.81 -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  385,042 46 .32 .03 .56 .00 .55-.57 .56-.56 
      Less than 40 years old 384,875 44 .32 .03 .57 .00 .56-.58 .57-.57 
            14-19 years old 343,622 21 .32 .02 .57 .00 .56-.57 .57-.57 
                  14-17 years old 267,094 11 .32 .01 .57 .00 .57-.57 .57-.57 
                  18-19 years old 1,284 4 .27 .08 .57 .05 .43-.71 .51-.62 
            20-39 years old 15,816 7 .33 .11 .57 .00 .49-.64 .57-.57 
                  20-24 years old 15,675 5 .33 .11 .63 .07 .55-.70 .54-.72 
                  25-29 years old 117 1 .49 -- .77 -- .68-.87 -- 
                  30-39 years old 24 1 .49 -- .71 -- .43-.99 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  350,503 9 .15 .03 .25 .05 .21-.29 .18-.32 
      Less than 40 years old 350,503 9 .15 .03 .25 .05 .21-.29 .18-.32 
            14-19 years old 339,310 7 .14 .03 .25 .05 .21-.29 .19-.31 
                  14-17 years old 265,462 5 .15 .02 .27 .03 .22-.31 .23-.31 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .35 -- .59 -- .43-.75 -- 
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            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 684 4 .19 .03 .30 .00 .23-.36 .30-.30 
      Less than 40 years old 684 4 .19 .03 .30 .00 .23-.36 .30-.30 
            14-19 years old 454 3 .25 .02 .37 .00 -.13-.87 .37-.37 
                  14-17 years old 108 2 .30 .05 .35 .00 .29-.41 .35-.35 
                  18-19 years old 346 1 .23 -- .37 -- .21-.53 -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 340,444 11 .39 .02 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
      Less than 40 years old 340,325 10 .39 .01 .67 .00 .66-.69 .67-.67 
            14-19 years old 339,721 7 .39 .01 .68 .00 .66-.70 .68-.68 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .39 .01 .68 .02 .66-.70 .66-.70 
                  18-19 years old 546 2 .22 .00 .50 .00 .26-.73 .50-.50 
            20-39 years old 167 1 .35 -- .58 -- .46-.70 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .35 -- .67 -- .57-.76 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv)  404,696 74 .33 .05 .54 .01 .51-.56 .52-.55 
      Less than 40 years old 403,590 68 .33 .05 .51 .02 .49-.54 .49-.54 
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            14-19 years old 346,845 34 .31 .02 .53 .00 .50-.56 .53-.53 
                  14-17 years old 268,364 22 .30 .02 .52 .03 .49-.56 .49-.56 
                  18-19 years old 1,162 3 .47 .04 .80 .00 .72-.88 .80-.80 
            20-39 years old 15,621 8 .35 .11 .48 .11 .40-.56 .34-.62 
                  20-24 years old 14,956 4 .35 .11 .62 .08 .53-.70 .52-.72 
                  25-29 years old 581 2 .50 .15 .73 .11 .57-.90 .59-.87 
                  30-39 years old 84 2 .57 .05 .78 .00 .73-.84 .78-.78 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  946 4 .17 .09 .46 .02 .38-.53 .43-.49 
      Less than 40 years old 946 4 .17 .09 .43 .03 .36-.50 .40-.47 
            14-19 years old 319 1 .10 -- .19 -- .08-.30 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  387,245 44 .11 .07 .20 .11 .11-.29 .06-.33 
      Less than 40 years old 387,097 43 .11 .07 .19 .11 .10-.28 .06-.33 
            14-19 years old 350,819 29 .09 .03 .15 .00 .10-.21 .15-.15 
                  14-17 years old 267,192 20 .10 .03 .17 .00 .11-.23 .17-.17 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 13,112 3 .24 .03 .47 .00 .43-.50 .47-.47 
                  20-24 years old 12,648 2 .25 .02 .51 .00 .49-.54 .51-.51 
                  25-29 years old 464 1 .13 -- .42 -- .34-.49 -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  119 2 .11 .07 .38 .00 .30-.46 .38-.38 
      Less than 40 years old 119 2 .11 .07 .38 .00 .30-.46 .38-.38 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 85 1 .14 -- .37 -- .19-.56 -- 
                  20-24 years old 85 1 .14 -- .42 -- .25-.59 -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  2,279,176 82 .34 .07 .56 .05 .54-.58 .50-.63 
      Less than 40 years old 2,279,128 81 .34 .07 .56 .05 .54-.59 .50-.63 
            14-19 years old 345,479 24 .37 .03 .63 .00 .58-.68 .63-.63 
                  14-17 years old 267,590 15 .36 .03 .63 .03 .58-.68 .59-.67 
                  18-19 years old 738 2 .27 .02 .33 .00 .30-.36 .33-.33 
            20-39 years old 23,290 7 .39 .03 .56 .00 .54-.58 .56-.56 
                  20-24 years old 22,749 5 .39 .03 .62 .00 .60-.64 .62-.62 
                  25-29 years old 541 2 .34 .11 .56 .08 .44-.69 .47-.66 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  2,081,687 62 .37 .07 .60 .06 .58-.63 .53-.68 
      Less than 40 years old 2,081,405 60 .37 .07 .60 .06 .58-.63 .53-.68 
            14-19 years old 340,809 11 .25 .03 .42 .00 .38-.46 .41-.43 
                  14-17 years old 265,826 7 .25 .02 .44 .03 .40-.48 .40-.48 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 10,212 4 .50 .02 .58 .00 .56-.60 .58-.58 
                  20-24 years old 9,671 2 .50 .00 .58 .00 .56-.60 .58-.58 
                  25-29 years old 541 2 .41 .07 .70 .00 .63-.77 .70-.70 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  2,102,313 83 .47 .06 .69 .03 .68-.71 .65-.73 
      Less than 40 years old 2,102,121 81 .47 .06 .69 .03 .68-.71 .65-.73 
            14-19 years old 344,547 23 .47 .02 .77 .00 .76-.78 .77-.77 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .47 .01 .78 .00 .78-.79 .78-.78 
                  18-19 years old 835 3 .41 .13 .54 .01 .33-.76 .53-.56 
            20-39 years old 25,370 7 .43 .08 .57 .00 .52-.62 .57-.57 
                  20-24 years old 24,779 5 .43 .08 .63 .05 .58-.68 .57-.68 
                  25-29 years old 424 1 .47 -- .65 -- .59-.71 -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .61 -- .66 -- .55-.76 -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn)  340,972 20 .25 .02 .51 .00 .47-.55 .51-.51 
      Less than 40 years old 340,972 20 .25 .02 .51 .02 .47-.55 .49-.54 
            14-19 years old 340,577 18 .25 .02 .52 .01 .48-.55 .50-.53 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .26 .02 .54 .00 .50-.57 .54-.54 
                  18-19 years old 489 2 .30 .12 .55 .09 .42-.69 .44-.66 
            20-39 years old 395 2 .38 .17 .58 .03 .37-.78 .54-.62 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 395 2 .38 .17 .61 .13 .42-.81 .45-.78 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 
























Meta-Analytic Correlations between Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn) and Broad (Second-Order) Ability Domains 
Construct X N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 
g  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Less than 40 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Fluid Ability (Gf)  343,553 13 .34 .01 .59 .00 .58-.60 .59-.59 
      Less than 40 years old 342,407 12 .34 .01 .59 .00 .58-.60 .59-.59 
            14-19 years old 341,156 11 .34 .00 .59 .00 .59-.60 .59-.59 
                  14-17 years old 265,826 7 .34 .00 .60 .00 .59-.60 .60-.60 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .42 -- .47 -- .42-.52 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .43 -- .48 -- .42-.53 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Short Term Memory (Gsm)  342,938 7 .25 .03 .42 .04 .39-.46 .37-.47 
      Less than 40 years old 341,792 6 .25 .02 .42 .04 .39-.45 .38-.47 
            14-19 years old 340,541 5 .25 .02 .42 .03 .39-.45 .39-.46 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .26 .01 .43 .01 .42-.45 .42-.45 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .47 -- .53 -- .48-.58 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .48 -- .55 -- .50-.60 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) 4,082 3 .32 .04 .48 .04 .41-.55 .42-.53 
      Less than 40 years old 2,936 2 .31 .05 .47 .06 .37-.57 .39-.55 
            14-19 years old 1,685 1 .28 -- .43 -- .36-.49 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .35 -- .40 -- .34-.45 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .35 -- .41 -- .35-.46 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) 343,105 8 .38 .01 .64 .00 .63-.66 .64-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 341,959 7 .38 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
            14-19 years old 340,541 5 .38 .01 .65 .00 .64-.66 .65-.65 
                  14-17 years old 265,354 3 .39 .00 .66 .00 .66-.66 .66-.66 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,418 2 .32 .00 .39 .00 .33-.45 .39-.39 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .30 -- .58 -- .48-.69 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .31 -- .35 -- .29-.40 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv)  344,170 19 .22 .02 .36 .03 .34-.39 .33-.40 
      Less than 40 years old 343,024 18 .22 .02 .37 .03 .34-.39 .33-.40 
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            14-19 years old 341,773 17 .22 .01 .36 .00 .34-.38 .36-.36 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .22 .01 .37 .00 .36-.38 .37-.37 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .41 -- .47 -- .42-.53 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .43 -- .49 -- .44-.55 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Auditory Processing (Ga)  4,082 3 .47 .06 .73 .08 .62-.83 .62-.83 
      Less than 40 years old 2,936 2 .45 .05 .78 .08 .65-.90 .68-.87 
            14-19 years old 1,685 1 .42 -- .72 -- .66-.79 -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .49 -- .56 -- .51-.60 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .54 -- .60 -- .55-.65 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Processing Speed (Gs)  340,088 16 .13 .05 .21 .08 .14-.29 .12-.31 
      Less than 40 years old 340,088 16 .13 .05 .22 .08 .14-.29 .12-.32 
            14-19 years old 340,088 16 .13 .05 .23 .08 .15-.31 .13-.34 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .15 .04 .26 .07 .18-.34 .17-.35 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt)  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Less than 40 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            14-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  14-17 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq)  344,170 19 .37 .03 .61 .03 .57-.65 .58-.64 
      Less than 40 years old 343,024 18 .37 .03 .61 .03 .58-.65 .58-.65 
            14-19 years old 341,773 17 .37 .02 .61 .01 .58-.64 .60-.63 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .37 .01 .63 .00 .62-.64 .63-.63 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .61 -- .69 -- .65-.73 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .66 -- .74 -- .70-.77 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Reading and Writing (Grw)  343,553 13 .39 .02 .65 .00 .63-.67 .65-.65 
      Less than 40 years old 342,407 12 .39 .01 .65 .01 .64-.67 .64-.67 
            14-19 years old 341,156 11 .39 .01 .66 .00 .64-.67 .66-.66 
                  14-17 years old 265,826 7 .39 .01 .67 .00 .65-.68 .67-.67 
                  18-19 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
            20-39 years old 1,251 1 .51 -- .58 -- .53-.62 -- 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .57 -- .64 -- .60-.68 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)  344,826 22 .51 .02 .82 .00 .79-.85 .82-.82 
      Less than 40 years old 343,680 21 .51 .02 .83 .02 .80-.85 .80-.85 
            14-19 years old 342,262 19 .51 .02 .83 .00 .80-.85 .83-.83 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .51 .01 .84 .00 .82-.85 .84-.84 
                  18-19 years old 489 2 .38 .12 .38 .00 .21-.55 .38-.38 
            20-39 years old 1,418 2 .69 .00 .78 .00 .74-.82 .78-.78 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 167 1 .57 -- .63 -- .51-.74 -- 
      40 years of age and older 1,146 1 .72 -- .79 -- .76-.82 -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Hard Science/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn) 340,972 20 .25 .02 .51 .00 .47-.55 .51-.51 
      Less than 40 years old 340,972 20 .25 .02 .51 .02 .47-.55 .49-.54 
            14-19 years old 340,577 18 .25 .02 .52 .01 .48-.55 .50-.53 
                  14-17 years old 266,300 11 .26 .02 .54 .00 .50-.57 .54-.54 
                  18-19 years old 489 2 .30 .12 .55 .09 .42-.69 .44-.66 
            20-39 years old 395 2 .38 .17 .58 .03 .37-.78 .54-.62 
                  20-24 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  25-29 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  30-39 years old 395 2 .38 .17 .61 .13 .42-.81 .45-.78 
      40 years of age and older -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  40-49 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  50-59 years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                  60+ years old -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects included in meta-analysis; k = number of samples in meta-analysis; ?̅? = sample-size weighted mean observed correlation across 
studies;  
𝑆𝐷𝑟  = sample-size weighted standard deviation of observed correlations;  
𝜌  = mean corrected correlations, after correcting for measurement error and range restriction; 𝑆𝐷𝜌= standard deviation of corrected correlations after correcting 
for sampling error and variance due to artifacts; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for 𝜌; 80% CV = 80% credibility interval around 𝜌. Age refers to mean age of 
sample. Best indicators are Lexical Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; 
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Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; and Visualization for Gv. All other factor domains were treated as in Table 23 (i.e., all indicators 














Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Broad Ability Factor Domains 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Fluid Ability (Gf) ………………... N=361141, k=74 N=13545, k=32 N=355920, k=49 N=432122, k=168 N=8601, k=10 
2. Short Term Memory (Gsm) .42 (.40-.44) ………………... N=15371, k=43 N=352957, k=33 N=359054, k=64 N=8333, k=10 
3. Long Term Storage--Learning Eff. (Glr--LE) .55 (.49-.61) .53 (.45-.62) ………………... N=11983, k=24 N=13280, k=32 N=6649, k=8 
4. Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fl. (Glr--RF) .68 (.66-.70) .41 (.40-.42) .36 (.32-.40) ………………... N=355324, k=47 N=7618, k=8 
5. Visual Processing (Gv) .65 (.64-.66) .26 (.24-.28) .41 (.33-.49) .54 (.52-.56) ………………... N=11250, k=12 
6. Auditory Processing (Ga) .62 (.57-.66) .59 (.53-.64) .48 (.42-.54) .42 (.36-.48) .50 (.46-.54) ………………... 
7. Processing Speed (Gs) .32 (.29-.34) .19 (.17-.21) .38 (.35-.41) .22 (.19-.25) .32 (.28-.35) .64 (.62-.67) 
8. Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt) .49 (.35-.63) .38 (.26-.50) .39 (.25-.54) .54 (.43-.64) .43 (.29-.57) .37 (.25-.50) 
9. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .72 (.69-.75) .42 (.38-.45) .52 (.47-.56) .67 (.64-.70) .54 (.51-.57) .55 (.50-.60) 
10.Reading and Writing (Grw) .65 (.64-.66) .47 (.46-.49) .42 (.36-.48) .59 (.57-.61) .39 (.37-.41) .60 (.55-.65) 
11. Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .71 (.70-.72) .43 (.42-.45) .46 (.42-.50) .76 (.74-.78) .50 (.49-.51) .55 (.43-.66) 
12. Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- 
13. Hard Sciences/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn--HS) .56 (.55-.57) .25 (.21-.29) .30 (.23-.36) .67 (.66-.69) .54 (.51-.56) .46 (.38-.53) 
14. Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn) .59 (.58-.60) .42 (.39-.46) .48 (.41-.55) .64 (.63-.66) .36 (.34-.39) .73 (.62-.83) 
 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Fluid Ability (Gf) N=388045, k=83 N=3954, k=5 N=400511, k=66 N=377846, k=45 N=426521, k=151 -- 
2. Short Term Memory (Gsm) N=345717, k=38 N=3478, k=5 N=358280, k=18 N=358077, k=17 N=370909, k=69 -- 
3. Long Term Storage--Learning Eff. (Glr--LE) N=3909, k=17 N=2714, k=5 N=7486, k=11 N=7557, k=13 N=13626, k=32 -- 
4. Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fl. (Glr--RF) N=343791, k=27 N=2611, k=4 N=346849, k=17 N=346570, k=15 N=356362, k=54 -- 
5. Visual Processing (Gv) N=451678, k=116 N=3814, k=5 N=415446, k=82 N=392706, k=63 N=451252, k=161 -- 
6. Auditory Processing (Ga) N=2649, k=1 N=3142, k=4 N=7361, k=7 N=7167, k=7 N=9495, k=13 -- 
7. Processing Speed (Gs) ………………... N=85, k=1 N=381905, k=56 N=373619, k=46 N=408884, k=85 -- 
8. Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt) .57 (.43-.71) ………………... N=3756, k=5 N=3451, k=3 N=3918, k=5 -- 
9. Quantitative Ability (Gq) .24 (.18-.29) .37 (.20-.54) ………………... N=2260557, k=76 N=2118951, k=89 -- 
10.Reading and Writing (Grw) .29 (.22-.36) .40 (.26-.53) .72 (.70-.74) ………………... N=2105439, k=85 -- 
11. Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .29 (.26-.32) .42 (.26-.57) .70 (.68-.71) .86 (.84-.87) ………………... -- 
12. Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- ………………... 
13. Hard Sciences/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn--HS) .20 (.11-.29) .38 (.30-.46) .56 (.54-.58) .60 (.58-.63) .69 (.68-.71) -- 






  13 14 
1. Fluid Ability (Gf) N=385042, k=46 N=343553, k=13 
2. Short Term Memory (Gsm) N=350503, k=9 N=342938, k=7 
3. Long Term Storage--Learning Eff. (Glr--LE) N=684, k=4 N=4082, k=3 
4. Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fl. (Glr--RF) N=340444, k=11 N=343105, k=8 
5. Visual Processing (Gv) N=404696, k=74 N=344170, k=19 
6. Auditory Processing (Ga) N=946, k=4 N=4082, k=3 
7. Processing Speed (Gs) N=387245, k=44 N=340088, k=16 
8. Reaction Time and Decision Speed (Gt) N=119, k=2 -- 
9. Quantitative Ability (Gq) N=2279176, k=82 N=344170, k=19 
10.Reading and Writing (Grw) N=2081687, k=62 N=343553, k=13 
11. Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) N=2102313, k=83 N=344826, k=22 
12. Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- 
13. Hard Sciences/Mech. Knowledge (Gkn--HS) ………………... N=340972, k=20 
14. Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn) .51 (.47-.55) ………………... 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Best indicators are Lexical 
Knowledge and General Verbal Information for Gc; Spelling Ability, Writing Ability, and Reading Decoding for Grw; Induction for Gf; Scanning and Pattern Recognition for Gp; 














Exploratory Factor Analysis of Broad Ability Factors (Single Factor Solution) 
 Factor 
 g 
Fluid Ability (Gf) .81 
Short Term Memory (Gsm) .52 
Long Term Storage--Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE) .56 
Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF) .79 
Visual Processing (Gv) .60 
Auditory Processing (Ga) .70 
Processing Speed (Gs) .36 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) .81 
Reading and Writing (Grw) .85 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .92 
Hard Sciences/Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) .72 




% VAC .54 












Exploratory Factor Analysis of Broad Ability Factors (Schmid-Leiman Solution) 
 Factor 
 





Fluid Ability (Gf) .76 .08 .42 .11 
Short Term Memory (Gsm) .48 .08 .07 .35 
Long Term Storage--Learning Efficiency (Glr--LE) .51 .05 .22 .17 
Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fluency (Glr--RF) .72 .25 .30 -.11 
Visual Processing (Gv) .59 -.06 .47 .11 
Auditory Processing (Ga) .67 .03 .05 .74 
Processing Speed (Gs) .38 -.03 .04 .51 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) .72 .14 .33 .07 
Reading and Writing (Grw) .77 .39 .05 .09 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .85 .51 .05 -.05 
Hard Sciences/Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn--S) .66 .22 .23 -.01 
Non-Hard Science Knowledge (Gkn) .74 .39 -.07 .29 
     
     
Eigenvalues   6.71 1.26 .93 
% VAC  56 10 8 










g Saturation by Age (Principal Components solution) 
 
Principal Components Factor Analysis 
All Data .56 .52 
      Age 40+ .58 .53 
      Age 20-39 .56 .51 
      Age 14-19 .60 .55    
Mean (% VAC by 1st eigenvalue) .58 .53 
SD % (VAC by 1st eigenvalue) .02 .02 
Note. Coefficients are percentage of variance accounted for by first eigenvalue of correlation matrix.  






















Information Coded for Cognitive Ability Predictive Validity Meta-Analytic Database 
 
Name Description 
Authors Study authors 
Year Year of study publication 
Study Name Name of study 
Sample Number Index to identify sample within multi-sample studies 
Country Location country of sample in study 
RR Sample Type Sample typology used to determine appropriate range-restriction correction (e.g., "job incumbents") 
RR Correction Type Range-restriction correction method(s) that are appropriate, based on RR sample type (e.g., "IRR") 
Job Name Job name for employees in sample 
Job Code (final) Job code from DOT 
Hunter (1980) Data-Things Complexity (5 level) Hunter (1980) 5 level people-data-things complexity grouping 
Hunter (1980) Data-Things Complexity (3 level) Hunter (1980) 3 level people-data-things complexity grouping 
Hunter (1980) People Complexity Hunter (1980) people complexity data grouping 
Military? Index to identify whether sample is military 
Study Design Index to capture study design (e.g., predictive, concurrent) 
Mean Age Mean age of sample in study 
SD Age SD of ages for sample in study 
Age Category Index identifying whether mean age of sample is 40+ 
Mean Experience Mean job experience of sample in study 
SD Experience SD of job experience of sample in study 
Predictor Name Name of cognitive test used in study 
Predictor Description Verbatim description of predictor test from study authors 
Predictor: Ad Hoc? Identifier to indicated whether test is professional published 
Predictor: Length Number of items on test 
Predictor Classification Factor classification of test, based on Stanek-Ones compendium 
Predictor Test Series ID Cognitive test series/battery name (e.g., "ASVAB") 
Predictor Test Series Subscale Cognitive test subscale within series/battery (e.g., "assembling objects") 
Predictor Test Series Year/Edition Edition of test series (e.g., "ASVAB Form 15c") 
Criterion Name Name of criterion used in study 
Criterion Description Verbatim description of criterion from study authors 
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Criterion Type Index capturing whether criterion is subjective or objective 
Criterion Source For subjective criteria, description of rater (e.g., "supervisor", "peer", "self") 
Number Raters Number of raters (for subjective criteria) 
Criterion Use (Administrative, Research) Index capturing whether criterion collected in research or admin. context 
Criterion: Ad Hoc? Identifier to indicated whether criterion is created ad hoc by study authors 
Criterion: Length Number of items on criterion 
Criterion Classification Factor/taxonomic classification of criterion 
Reverse Is criterion reverse-coded? 
Mean x Mean score on cognitive predictor 
SDx SD of scores on cognitive predictor 
SDx_pop Population SD of scores for cognitive predictor (based on series/edition of test) 
SDx_pop Type Index capturing whether population SD for cognitive predictor is based on national normative sample or applicant sample 
ux Range restriction u-value for cognitive predictor 
ux Source Index identifying whether ux is restricted or unrestricted (see Hunter et al., XXX) 
Mean y Mean score on criterion 
SDy SD of scores on criterion 
SDy_pop Population SD of scores for criterion (based on series/edition of test) 
SDy_pop Type Index capturing whether population SD for criterion is based on national normative sample or applicant sample 
uy Range restriction u-value for criterion 
uy Source Index identifying whether ux is restricted or unrestricted (see Hunter et al., XXX) 
rxx Sample reliability coefficient for cognitive predictor 
reliability type (rxx) Type of reliability (e.g., alpha) for cognitive predictor 
rxx Source Index indentifying whether rxx is restricted or unrestricted 
ryy Sample reliability coefficient for criterion 
reliablity type (ryy) Type of reliability (e.g., alpha) for criterion 
ryy Source Index indentifying whether ryy is restricted or unrestricted 
N Sample size  
rxy Correlation between cognitive predictor and criterion 
Reverse-Code Needed? (X) Is predictor reverse-coded? 
Reverse-Code Needed? (Y) Is criterion reverse-coded?  
Dichotomized? Is criterion dichotomized? 
Dichotomized Percent What are percents in each group created by dichotomy? 
Biserial? Is correlation biserial? 





Classification of Items into Criterion Taxonomy 
Overall Performance 
 
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Single-Item Overall performance, overall proficiency, overall success on job, overall 
effectiveness, overall need for supervision, would recommend for rehire, meets 
supervisor expectations for performance, contribution to unit effectiveness 
        Composite task & contextual (See indicators below--scales containing items from task and contextual 
performance, with neither constituting at least 70% of scale) 




Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Technical Performance  Quantity of work, quality of work, facility at performing job tasks, variety of tasks 
capable of performing proficiently, performance on listed job tasks, quality and 
continuous improvement, paying attention to important details, accuracy of work, 
resourcefulness when unusual problems occur, efficiency of work, customer service 
and customer relations (customer-service jobs), task-relevant judgment and decision 
making, analysis and problem-solving, critical thinking behaviors, evaluating 
quality of reasoning and evidence, overall technical proficiency, organizing and 
managing one's own work, meeting deadlines, using job knowledge, meeting formal 
performance requirements, getting the job done, ability to solve complex job tasks, 
proposes superior solutions to work problems, applying high levels of technical skill 
to work, accomplishes own share of the work 
        Communication Written communication, oral communication, overall communication, clarity of 
communication 
        Composite/overall (See indicators above--scales containing items from multiple facets, with none 
constituting at least 70% of scale) 
Objective Measures  
        Technical Performance Production records, work samples, combined work sample/job knowledge tests 
        Communication (None) 





Contextual Performance—OCB  
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Helping others who are overwhelmed, mediating disagreements between colleagues, 
volunteering to help train newcomers, proactive in avoiding disagreements , cheering 
up colleagues when they are feeling low, cooperating with teammates, helping others 
accomplish their work, supporting and encouraging coworkers with problems, 
teamwork, cooperating with others, leadership, taking charge and helping to stay 
focused, promoting good working relationships, conflict resolution, helping provide 
supportive communication climate, interpersonal problem solving, cooperation with 
others, developing and mentoring others, interpersonal relations, listening, building 
relationships, coaching and development, empowerment/facilitation, consideration 
and support, goal emphasis, initiating structure, serving as a model, leading 
courageously, open communication, readily accepting new members of team, 
providing motivation, relationship building, working well with others 
        OCB-O (Organization-Directed) Establishing orderly work practices, administration and accounting, clarification of 
roles, providing direction, administration, commitment and compliance, 
coordination, decision making and strategic innovation, external representation, 
planning and budgeting, monitoring unit effectiveness, managing objectives, 
defending supervisor's decisions 
        OCP-P (Proactive) Persisting in overcoming obstacles to complete a task, volunteering for additional 
duties, looking for challenging assignments, taking initiative to solve work 
problems, tackling difficult work assignments enthusiastically, voluntarily doing 
more than the job requires, showing initiative, making suggestions for improving 
work, showing interest and initiative in improving performance, diligence, 
perseverance, resilience on job, exhibiting effort and initiative, working well under 
pressure, self-management, almost never absent 
        Composite/overall (See indicators above--scales containing items from multiple facets, with none 
constituting at least 70% of scale) 
Objective Measures  
        OCB-I (None) 
        OCB-O (None) 
        OCP-P (None) 
        Composite/overall (None) 
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Contextual Performance—CWB  
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        CWB-I: Approach Criticizing colleagues, sought revenge from colleagues, physical aggression towards 
other employees, presents colleagues' ideas as own, steals from colleagues, spread 
rumors about colleagues, concealed work-relevant information from colleague, 
sexual harassment, insulted colleagues, threatened colleagues, sabotaged colleagues' 
work, lied to coworkers, directs unpleasant tasks to newcomers   
       
        CWB-I: Avoid Fulfills commitments (reverse) 
        CWB-O: Approach Spends time complaining about trivial things, avoids unauthorized shortcuts in work 
tasks (reverse), argues with people from outside the organization (e.g., customers or 
visitors), intentionally works slowly or carelessly, spread rumors about firm, steals 
from company, hides own errors, dishonest timecard practices, fraudulent expense 
reports, damages company equipment, used company property for personal business, 
shares confidential information, physical aggression towards organizational outsiders 
(customers, visitors, etc.), falsifies business documents, violates safety instructions, 
falsifies work results, damages or sabotages company equipment, complies with 
instructions when supervisor not present (reverse)      
        CWB-O: Avoid Provides advance notice when missing work(reverse), leaves workplace during 
working hours without permission, came to work late or went home early, exceeded 
sanctioned break by more than five minutes, skipped going to work, works less when 
supervisor not around, avoided doing work while on job, failed to prepare for 
important jobs, ignored supervisor, wastes time at work, took drugs during working 
hours, intoxicated during working hours 
        Undifferentiated Personal discipline and self-control (reverse), professionalism (reverse), maturity 
(reverse), integrity (reverse), respects authority (reverse), dependability (reverse) 
        Composite/overall (See indicators above--scales containing items from multiple facets, with none 
constituting at least 70% of scale) 
 
Objective Measures  
        CWB-I: Approach (None) 
        CWB-I: Avoid (None) 
        CWB-O: Approach (None) 
        CWB-O: Avoid (None) 
        Undifferentiated (None) 




Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Culpable (None)      
        Non-Culpable (None) 
        Undifferentiated (None)    
Objective Measures  
        Culpable At-fault vehicular accidents, number of at-fault vehicular accidents 
        Non-Culpable (None) 
        Undifferentiated Number of driving accidents, cost of driving accidents, number of improper 
chemical blends, number of chemical spills, cost of spills and blends, percentage of 
organizational accidents in which employee was involved 
 
Absenteeism  
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Unexcused (None)       
        Excused (None) 
        Undifferentiated (None)     
Objective Measures  
        Unexcused Hours unpaid absences, number hours absent without calling in to inform, number of 
culpable absences, unmanaged sick hours 
        Excused Lost time due to occupational injury, paid sick leave, number hours absent due to 
injury or illness, number of non-culpable absences 
        Undifferentiated Number of absences 
 
Tardiness  
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Unexcused (None)      
        Excused (None) 
        Undifferentiated Tardiness     
Objective Measures  
        Unexcused (None) 
        Excused (None) 




Performance Determinants  
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Abilities Technical knowledge, ability to learn, ability to grasp new ideas, job-referenced 
abilities (e.g., mechanical ability), analytical ability, job-related skills, quantitative 
ability, mechanical ability, reading comprehension, clerical ability, teamwork 
knowledge and skill, oral comprehension, interpersonal skills, organizational skills
     
        Non-Cognitive (Motivation) Learning orientation, goal orientation, stability, adaptability, confidence at job, 
attitude towards job, ability to take initiative, ability to stay calm in an emergency, 
assertiveness 
        Non-Cognitive (Other) Manual dexterity     
Objective Measures  
        Cognitive Job knowledge tests 
        Non-Cognitive (Motivation) (None) 
        Non-Cognitive (Other) (None) 
 
Potential  
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Promotability Promotability, potential for advancement     
        Performance Potential Overall performance potential 
        Undifferentiated Overall potential, potential for success    
Objective Measures  
        Promotability (None) 
        Performance Potential (None) 









Performance Outcomes  
Subjective Measures (Ratings/Rankings)  
        Task Meeting goals, self-reported sales, overall selling effectiveness    
        OCB Subordinate OCB, subordinate performance and morale, employee influence 
        CWB (None)    
        Overall (None)    
Objective Measures  
        Task Sales, non-sales revenue generated by employee, counts of task outcomes that are 
not fully in control, dismissed for poor performance (reverse) 
        OCB Awards received by subordinates, subordinate unauthorized absence (reverse), 
subordinate accidents (reverse) 
        CWB Fired for cause (disciplinary problems), formal disciplinary actions, punitive days 
off, formal complaints , demotions, formal reprimands, involuntary turnover; 
organizational records of deviance (organizational), organizational records of 
deviance (interpersonal), organizational records of deviance (overall)  
        Overall Commendations and awards 
 
Other 















Predictor Reliability Artifact Distributions for Predictive Validity Meta-Analyses (Overall Sample) 
 Incumbent Samples  Non-Incumbent Samples 
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙 ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 
 
N k ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙 ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 
g 54,418 28 .86 .06 .93 .03 .88 
 
543,652 44 .93 .05 .96 .03 .96 
Fluid (Gf) 22,151 89 .78 .09 .88 .05 .77 
 
698,121 152 .86 .07 .93 .04 .91 
Short Term Memory (Gsm) 1,565 6 .92 .02 .96 .01 .91 
 
1,257 5 .87 .07 .93 .04 .83 
Long Term Storage and Retreival -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
242 2 .81 .09 .90 .05 .82 
Long Term Storage--Learning Eff. (Glr—LE) 465 2 .81 .02 .90 .01 .81  1,809 9 .84 .07 .92 .04 .84 
Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fluency (Glr—RF) 909 8 .77 .09 .87 .05 .78 
 
2,996 6 .80 .04 .89 .02 .78 
Visual Processing (Gv) 3,343 15 .79 .09 .89 .05 .81 
 
516,766 79 .86 .07 .93 .04 .83 
Processing Speed (Gs) 8,651 27 .81 .14 .90 .08 .83 
 
18,811 91 .85 .07 .92 .04 .84 
Acquired Knowledge -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,497 7 .88 .05 .94 .03 .95 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
527,311 29 .90 .03 .95 .02 .90 
Verbal Ability 90 1 .68 -- .82 -- .68 
 
7,985 20 .90 .03 .95 .02 .90 
Reading and Writing (Grw)   2,237 8 .79 .13 .89 .07 .85 
 
537,072 89 .88 .08 .94 .04 .82 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) 3,155 18 .88 .04 .94 .02 .89 
 
512,825 31 .88 .05 .94 .03 .91 
Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn) 3,131 8 .76 .11 .87 .06 .76 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- --  2,351,491 47 .85 .06 .92 .03 .84 
c-Verbal Ability & Memory 237 2 .93 .01 .96 .01 .93 
 
988 8 .92 .01 .96 .01 .92 
c-Quantitative Reas. (Gf)  & Num. Fac. -- -- -- -- -- -- --  3,195 13 .88 .04 .94 .02 .87 
c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 413 3 .87 .01 .93 .00 .87  2,360 11 .89 .04 .94 .02 .90 
c-Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Process. Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- --  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥𝑥 = unweighted mean reliability; 𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑥𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of reliabilities;  
?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean square-root of reliabilities; 𝑆𝐷𝑞𝑥  = unweighted standard deviation of square-root of reliabilities; 𝜌𝑟𝑥𝑥= sample-size weighted average reliability. 
Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; 
Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term 
storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt 








Predictor Reliability Artifact Distributions for Predictive Validity Meta-Analyses (Moderators Included) 
 Incumbent Samples  Non-Incumbent Samples 
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙 ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 
 
N k ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙 ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 
g 54,418 28 .86 .06 .93 .03 .88 
 
543,652 44 .93 .05 .96 .03 .96 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,195 13 .90 .03 .95 .02 .89 
      Sample Type: Military 471 1 .90 -- .95 -- .90 
 
485,342 2 .96 .02 .98 .01 .96 
      Sample Type: Civilian 53,947 27 .86 .06 .93 .03 .88 
 
55,115 29 .94 .06 .97 .03 .93 
Fluid (Gf) 22,151 89 .78 .09 .88 .05 .77 
 
698,121 152 .86 .07 .93 .04 .91 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,141 2 .93 .00 .96 .00 .93 
 
504,701 3 .90 .03 .95 .01 .90 
      Sample Type: Civilian 21,010 87 .77 .09 .88 .05 .76 
 
193,420 149 .86 .07 .93 .04 .92 
Short Term Memory (Gsm) 1,565 6 .92 .02 .96 .01 .91 
 
1,257 5 .87 .07 .93 .04 .83 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,141 2 .90 .00 .95 .00 .90 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 424 4 .93 .00 .97 .00 .93 
 
1,257 5 .87 .07 .93 .04 .83 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
242 2 .81 .09 .90 .05 .82 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
242 2 .81 .09 .90 .05 .82 
Long Term Storage—Learn. Eff. (Glr—LE) 465 2 .81 .02 .90 .01 .81 
 
1,809 9 .84 .07 .92 .04 .84 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .81 .02 .90 .01 .81 
 
1,809 9 .84 .07 .92 .04 .84 
Long Term Storage—Ret. Fluency (Glr—RF) 909 8 .77 .09 .87 .05 .78 
 
2,996 6 .80 .04 .89 .02 .78 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 909 8 .77 .09 .87 .05 .78 
 
2,996 6 .80 .04 .89 .02 .78 
Visual Processing (Gv) 3,343 15 .79 .09 .89 .05 .81 
 
516,766 79 .86 .07 .93 .04 .83 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,195 13 .84 .04 .91 .02 .83 
      Sample Type: Military 1,141 2 .87 .00 .93 .00 .87 
 
485,342 2 .83 .01 .91 .01 .83 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,202 13 .78 .09 .88 .05 .78 
 
28,229 64 .87 .08 .93 .04 .88 
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Processing Speed (Gs) 8,651 27 .81 .14 .90 .08 .83 
 
18,811 91 .85 .07 .92 .04 .84 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
6,390 26 .81 .06 .90 .03 .79 
      Sample Type: Military 4,050 2 .82 .05 .90 .03 .82 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 4,601 25 .81 .14 .90 .09 .84 
 
12,421 65 .86 .07 .93 .04 .87 
Acquired Knowledge -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,497 7 .88 .05 .94 .03 .95 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,497 7 .88 .05 .94 .03 .95 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
527,311 29 .90 .03 .95 .02 .90 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
504,701 3 .88 .04 .94 .02 .90 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
22,610 26 .90 .03 .95 .02 .83 
Verbal Ability 90 1 .68 -- .82 -- .68 
 
7,985 20 .90 .03 .95 .02 .90 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,195 13 .89 .03 .95 .02 .89 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 90 1 .68 -- .82 -- .68 
 
4,790 7 .91 .02 .95 .01 .91 
Reading and Writing (Grw)   2,237 8 .79 .13 .89 .07 .85 
 
537,072 89 .88 .08 .94 .04 .82 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
504,701 3 .80 .05 .90 .03 .82 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,237 8 .79 .13 .89 .07 .85 
 
32,371 86 .88 .08 .94 .04 .85 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) 3,155 18 .88 .04 .94 .02 .89 
 
512,825 31 .88 .05 .94 .03 .91 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
485,342 2 .91 .04 .95 .02 .91 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,155 18 .88 .04 .94 .02 .89 
 
27,483 29 .87 .05 .93 .03 .91 
Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn) 3,131 8 .76 .11 .87 .06 .76 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,983 5 .80 .10 .89 .06 .79 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,148 3 .70 .10 .84 .06 .71 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
2,351,491 47 .85 .06 .92 .03 .84 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
2,339,792 13 .83 .04 .91 .02 .84 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
11,699 34 .85 .06 .92 .03 .87 
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c-Verbal Ability & Memory 237 2 .93 .01 .96 .01 .93 
 
988 8 .92 .01 .96 .01 .92 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 237 2 .93 .01 .96 .01 .93 
 
988 8 .92 .01 .96 .01 .92 
c-Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)  & Num. Facility -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,195 13 .88 .04 .94 .02 .87 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
3,195 13 .88 .04 .94 .02 .87 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 413 3 .87 .01 .93 .00 .87 
 
2,360 11 .89 .04 .94 .02 .90 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 413 3 .87 .01 .93 .00 .87 
 
2,360 11 .89 .04 .94 .02 .90 
c--Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Process. Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥𝑥 = unweighted mean reliability; 𝑆𝐷𝑟𝑥𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of reliabilities;  
?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean square-root of reliabilities; 𝑆𝐷𝑞𝑥  = unweighted standard deviation of square-root of reliabilities; 𝜌𝑟𝑥𝑥= sample-size weighted average reliability. 
Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; 
Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term 
storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt 














u-Value Artifact Distributions for Predictive Validity Meta-Analyses (Incumbent Samples Only--Overall Sample) 
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒖𝒙 𝝆𝒖𝒙 
g 67,457 510 .73 .12 .72 
      Complexity: High 5,773 64 .71 .11 .71 
      Complexity: Medium 18,754 180 .73 .13 .75 
      Complexity: Low 15,943 223 .73 .10 .73 
Fluid (Gf) 273,099 397 .70 .14 .67 
      Complexity: High 7,931 30 .73 .12 .72 
      Complexity: Medium 131,163 188 .69 .14 .66 
      Complexity: Low 50,335 57 .73 .09 .70 
Short Term Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learning Efficiency (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fluency (Glr—RF) 205 4 1.03 .06 1.03 
      Complexity: High 74 1 1.05 -- 1.05 
      Complexity: Medium 104 2 1.03 .11 1.02 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv) 
     
Visual Processing (Gv) 37,345 474 .86 .11 .87 
      Complexity: High 3,762 52 .85 .10 .85 
      Complexity: Medium 15,577 166 .88 .12 .89 
      Complexity: Low 14,592 226 .84 .11 .84 
Processing Speed (Gs) 68,394 615 .84 .14 .79 
      Complexity: High 3,983 58 .81 .10 .81 
      Complexity: Medium 19,456 221 .82 .15 .83 
      Complexity: Low 16,867 258 .84 .11 .83 
Acquired Knowledge 226 3 .59 .12 .57 
      Complexity: High 41 1 .69 -- .69 
      Complexity: Medium 83 1 .45 -- .45 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) 262,308 323 .70 .08 .72 
      Complexity: High 4,471 17 .69 .05 .69 
      Complexity: Medium 126,690 161 .69 .07 .71 
      Complexity: Low 49,667 42 .75 .08 .77 
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Verbal Ability 273,634 747 .61 .13 .55 
      Complexity: High 7,875 66 .63 .12 .57 
      Complexity: Medium 140,262 307 .60 .14 .53 
      Complexity: Low 63,830 259 .67 .11 .60 
Reading and Writing (Grw)   21,959 7 .70 .14 .61 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 489 2 .76 .24 .85 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) 30,599 118 .87 .22 .68 
      Complexity: High 721 7 .75 .11 .74 
      Complexity: Medium 3,124 43 .86 .16 .83 
      Complexity: Low 1,267 28 .83 .22 .84 
Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) 265,609 347 .75 .11 .76 
      Complexity: High 5,043 22 .79 .13 .76 
      Complexity: Medium 126,766 165 .73 .10 .74 
      Complexity: Low 51,244 46 .76 .07 .79 
c-Verbal Ability & Memory -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
c-Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)  & Num.Facility 32,649 427 .79 .12 .80 
      Complexity: High 3,404 49 .72 .13 .73 
      Complexity: Medium 14,087 148 .77 .13 .78 
      Complexity: Low 14,163 217 .83 .10 .83 
c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 413 3 .74 .05 .74 
      Complexity: High 61 1 .70 -- .70 
      Complexity: Medium 352 2 .76 .04 .75 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
c-Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Process. Speed (Gs) 2,856 38 .86 .19 .87 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 12 .81 .16 .85 
      Complexity: Low 211 4 .98 .28 .90 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean u-ratio; 𝑆𝐷𝑢𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of u-
ratios; 𝜌𝑢𝑥= sample-size weighted average u-ratio. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = 
domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = 
long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and 
retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = 







u-Value Artifact Distributions for Predictive Validity Meta-Analyses (Incumbent Samples Only—All Moderators) 
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒖𝒙 𝝆𝒖𝒙 
g 67,457 510 .73 .12 .72 
      Sample Type: USES 31,385 418 .73 .10 .74 
      Sample Type: Military 24,971 12 .65 .06 .68 
      Sample Type: Civilian 11,102 80 .77 .17 .78 
      Complexity: High 5,773 64 .71 .11 .71 
            Sample Type: USES 3,280 48 .70 .10 .70 
            Sample Type: Military 1,100 3 .67 .08 .67 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,393 13 .75 .14 .76 
      Complexity: Medium 18,754 180 .73 .13 .75 
            Sample Type: USES 13,546 146 .73 .10 .75 
            Sample Type: Military 509 1 .62 -- .62 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,699 33 .74 .20 .75 
      Complexity: Low 15,943 223 .73 .10 .73 
            Sample Type: USES 13,776 212 .73 .10 .74 
            Sample Type: Military 1,577 4 .68 .01 .68 
            Sample Type: Civilian 590 7 .75 .13 .74 
Fluid (Gf) 273,099 397 .70 .14 .67 
      Sample Type: USES 777 13 .81 .12 .79 
      Sample Type: Military 262,011 322 .66 .09 .67 
      Sample Type: Civilian 10,311 62 .90 .17 .84 
      Complexity: High 7,931 30 .73 .12 .72 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 4,471 17 .65 .07 .65 
            Sample Type: Civilian 3,460 13 .84 .09 .82 
      Complexity: Medium 131,163 188 .69 .14 .66 
            Sample Type: USES 253 2 .85 .14 .79 
            Sample Type: Military 126,394 160 .65 .08 .65 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,516 26 .93 .17 .83 
      Complexity: Low 50,335 57 .73 .09 .70 
            Sample Type: USES 524 11 .81 .12 .79 
            Sample Type: Military 49,667 42 .70 .05 .70 
            Sample Type: Civilian 144 4 .77 .14 .86 
Short Term Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Learning Eff. (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
Long Term Storage--Retrieval Fluency (Glr—RF) 205 4 1.03 .06 1.03 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 205 4 1.03 .06 1.03 
      Complexity: High 74 1 1.05 -- 1.05 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 74 1 1.05 -- 1.05 
      Complexity: Medium 104 2 1.03 .11 1.02 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 104 2 1.03 .11 1.02 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
Visual Processing (Gv) 37,345 474 .86 .11 .87 
      Sample Type: USES 31,490 420 .85 .11 .86 
      Sample Type: Military 469 1 .81 -- .81 
      Sample Type: Civilian 5,387 53 .94 .15 .94 
      Complexity: High 3,762 52 .85 .10 .85 
            Sample Type: USES 3,280 48 .85 .10 .86 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 482 4 .83 .04 .82 
      Complexity: Medium 15,577 166 .88 .12 .89 
            Sample Type: USES 13,546 146 .88 .11 .88 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,031 20 .91 .16 .91 
      Complexity: Low 14,592 226 .84 .11 .84 
            Sample Type: USES 13,881 214 .83 .10 .84 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 711 12 .99 .15 .94 
Processing Speed (Gs) 68,394 615 .84 .14 .79 
      Sample Type: USES 31,489 420 .81 .10 .82 
      Sample Type: Military 23,765 11 .70 .08 .66 
      Sample Type: Civilian 13,140 184 .93 .18 .94 
      Complexity: High 3,983 58 .81 .10 .81 
            Sample Type: USES 3,280 48 .79 .09 .80 
            Sample Type: Military 121 1 .76 -- .76 
            Sample Type: Civilian 582 9 .91 .13 .85 
      Complexity: Medium 19,456 221 .82 .15 .83 
            Sample Type: USES 13,546 146 .80 .09 .83 
            Sample Type: Military 1,788 6 .70 .10 .71 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,122 69 .89 .21 .91 
      Complexity: Low 16,867 258 .84 .11 .83 
            Sample Type: USES 13,880 214 .82 .10 .83 
            Sample Type: Military 949 2 .67 .05 .67 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,038 42 .93 .14 .93 
Acquired Knowledge 226 3 .59 .12 .57 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 83 1 .45 -- .45 
      Sample Type: Civilian 143 2 .65 .05 .64 
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      Complexity: High 41 1 .69 -- .69 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 41 1 .69 -- .69 
      Complexity: Medium 83 1 .45 -- .45 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 83 1 .45 -- .45 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
Quantitative Ability (Gq) 262,308 323 .70 .08 .72 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 261,936 322 .70 .08 .72 
      Sample Type: Civilian 372 1 .70 -- .70 
      Complexity: High 4,471 17 .69 .05 .69 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 4,471 17 .69 .05 .69 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 126,690 161 .69 .07 .71 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 126,318 160 .69 .07 .71 
            Sample Type: Civilian 372 1 .70 -- .70 
      Complexity: Low 49,667 42 .75 .08 .77 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 49,667 42 .75 .08 .77 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
Verbal Ability 273,634 747 .61 .13 .55 
      Sample Type: USES 31,385 418 .69 .10 .69 
      Sample Type: Military 240,986 320 .51 .08 .53 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,264 9 .70 .09 .69 
      Complexity: High 7,875 66 .63 .12 .57 
            Sample Type: USES 3,280 48 .68 .09 .69 
            Sample Type: Military 4,471 17 .50 .11 .48 
            Sample Type: Civilian 124 1 .69 -- .69 
      Complexity: Medium 140,262 307 .60 .14 .53 
            Sample Type: USES 13,546 146 .70 .11 .71 
            Sample Type: Military 126,175 159 .50 .08 .51 
            Sample Type: Civilian 541 2 .76 .12 .70 
      Complexity: Low 63,830 259 .67 .11 .60 
            Sample Type: USES 13,776 212 .68 .10 .68 
            Sample Type: Military 49,667 42 .57 .07 .58 
            Sample Type: Civilian 387 5 .68 .10 .68 
Reading and Writing (Grw)   21,959 7 .70 .14 .61 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military 21,392 3 .58 .03 .61 
      Sample Type: Civilian 567 4 .79 .11 .86 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 489 2 .76 .24 .85 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 117 1 .59 -- .59 
            Sample Type: Civilian 372 1 .93 -- .93 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) 30,599 118 .87 .22 .68 
      Sample Type: USES 777 13 .70 .13 .71 
      Sample Type: Military 21,494 3 .54 .05 .59 
      Sample Type: Civilian 8,328 102 .91 .22 .90 
      Complexity: High 721 7 .75 .11 .74 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 721 7 .75 .11 .74 
      Complexity: Medium 3,124 43 .86 .16 .83 
            Sample Type: USES 253 2 .85 .14 .79 
            Sample Type: Military 219 1 .49 -- .49 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,652 40 .87 .16 .86 
      Complexity: Low 1,267 28 .83 .22 .84 
            Sample Type: USES 524 11 .67 .11 .67 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 743 17 .94 .21 .95 
Domain Specific Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
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General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) 265,609 347 .75 .11 .76 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 263,922 327 .73 .07 .76 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,687 20 1.01 .20 .99 
      Complexity: High 5,043 22 .79 .13 .76 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 4,858 18 .74 .07 .75 
            Sample Type: Civilian 185 4 1.01 .14 1.03 
      Complexity: Medium 126,766 165 .73 .10 .74 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 126,341 160 .72 .07 .74 
            Sample Type: Civilian 425 5 1.07 .17 1.04 
      Complexity: Low 51,244 46 .76 .07 .79 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 51,244 46 .76 .07 .79 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
c-Verbal Ability & Memory -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
c-Quantitative Reasoning (Gf)  & Number Facility 32,649 427 .79 .12 .80 
      Sample Type: USES 31,385 418 .79 .12 .80 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,264 9 .83 .08 .81 
      Complexity: High 3,404 49 .72 .13 .73 
            Sample Type: USES 3,280 48 .72 .13 .73 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 124 1 .74 -- .74 
      Complexity: Medium 14,087 148 .77 .13 .78 
            Sample Type: USES 13,546 146 .77 .13 .78 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 541 2 .84 .12 .78 
      Complexity: Low 14,163 217 .83 .10 .83 
            Sample Type: USES 13,776 212 .83 .10 .83 
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            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 387 5 .83 .07 .82 
c-Fluid (Gf) & Visual Processing (Gv) 413 3 .74 .05 .74 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 413 3 .74 .05 .74 
      Complexity: High 61 1 .70 -- .70 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 61 1 .70 -- .70 
      Complexity: Medium 352 2 .76 .04 .75 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 352 2 .76 .04 .75 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
c-Lexical Knowledge (Gc) & Processing Speed (Gs) 2,856 38 .86 .19 .87 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,856 38 .86 .19 .87 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 12 .81 .16 .85 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 590 12 .81 .16 .85 
      Complexity: Low 211 4 .98 .28 .90 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 211 4 .98 .28 .90 
Note. N = number of subjects; k = number of samples; ?̅?𝑥 = unweighted mean u-ratio; 𝑆𝐷𝑢𝑥 = unweighted standard deviation of u-
ratios; 𝜌𝑢𝑥= sample-size weighted average u-ratio. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn = domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = 
domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = 
long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and 
retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = 









Criterion Reliability Artifact Distributions for Predictive Validity Meta-Analyses  
Construct N k ?̅?𝒙𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒓𝒙𝒙 ?̅?𝒙 𝑺𝑫𝒒𝒙 𝝆𝒓𝒙𝒙 Source 
Subjective—Supervisor Ratings 14,650 40 .68 .15 .72 .06 .52 VOS 
Subjective—Peer Ratings 2,389 9 .44 .16 .66 .11 .42 VOS  
Subjective—Self Ratings (CWB) 21,546 9 .78 .14 .88 .08 .68 Current Study 
Objective—Job Knowledge Test 324,650 30 .83 .11 .91 .07 .84 Current Study 
Objective—Work Sample Test 148,673 20 .69 .17 .82 .10 .64 Current Study 
Objective—Production Record 1,236 4 .72 .05 .85 .03 .70 Current Study 
Objective—Count Data  -- -- 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 -- 
Note. VOS indicates values from Viswesvaran, Ones, & Schmidt (1996). Values for supervisor ratings and peer ratings are based on inter-rater reliability. Values for self-ratings of 
CWB, job knowledge test, and work samples tests are internal consistency reliability. Values for production records are test-retest reliability. The same reliability values (.52 and 
.42) were used for all performance facets included under the umbrella of supervisor ratings and peer ratings, in order to minimize the potential for second-order sampling error to 
















Table 74  
 
Summary Results for Correlations between Cognitive Abilities and Performance Determinants 
Criterion Job Knowledge Test SR—Cognitive Det. SR—Physical Det. 
Job Complexity All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo 
g .57 .70 .58 .57 .31 -.11 .31 .09     
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities 
           
 
      Fluid Ability (Gf) .60 .69 .63 .55 .35 .30 .43 .76 .36  .43  
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)             
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) .29  .29  .26  .26      
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) .32  .32  .20  .20  .50  .50  
      Visual Processing (Gv) .43  .33 .54 .23  .24 -.10 .42  .43  
      Auditory Processing (Ga)             
      Processing Speed (Gs) .44  .34 .46 .26 .33 .32 .24 .56  .58  
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt) .22   .22         
Crystallized Abilities             
      Quantitative Ability (Gq) .56 .68 .59 .51 .61  .64      
      Verbal Ability .57 .68 .60 .51 .39  .43 -.25     
      Reading and Writing (Grw) .68  .63  .31  -.10 .55     
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .55  .44 -.45 .11 .19 .15  .15  .16  
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S) .56 .61 .58 .52 .39 .45 .34  .29  .34  
Average (All Fluid/Info Processing) .49 .69 .43 .55 .28 .30 .33  .36    
Average (Gf only) .60 .69 .63 .55 .35 .30 .43  .36    
Average (All Crystallized) .56 .66 .55 .52 .30  .24  .29    
∆ Gf - Crystallized Average .04 .03 .08 .04 .05  .18  .07    










Summary Results for Correlations between Cognitive Abilities and Task Performance 
Criterion Work Sample Work Samp.-JKT Combn. Production Record SR—Task Performance 
Job Complexity All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo 
g .25 .60 .29 .24 .52 .53 .55 .55 .22  .33 .23 .43 .51 .44 .42 
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities                 
      Fluid Ability (Gf) .54  .56 .59 .45 .52 .47 .42 -.02  .38 -.09 .34 .29 .36 .34 
      Short Term Memory (Gsm) .45 .85 .44          .45 .43  .49 
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE)             .20  .21  
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) .19  .19      .07    .22  .15  
      Visual Processing (Gv) .49 .28 .48 .54     .12  .13 .12 .27 .33 .24 .30 
      Auditory Processing (Ga)                 
      Processing Speed (Gs) .35  .38 .25 .19 .34 .14 .27 .28  .28 .29 .33 .36 .32 .37 
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt) .10 .44  .08     -.02        
Crystallized Abilities                 
      Quantitative Ability (Gq) .58  .58  .43 .49 .42 .40     .35  .30 .77 
      Verbal Ability .52   .64 .44 .56 .45 .43 .21  .26 .20 .39 .46 .40 .33 
      Reading and Writing (Grw) .53  .58      .53    .27  .09  
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .48  .47      .08  .18 -.03 .21 .04 .25 .02 
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S) .55 .75 .44 .57 .42 .55 .42 .40 .44    .27  .33  
Average (All Fluid/Info Processing) .39  .40 .57 .32  .30  .13  .28 .21 .29 .32 .31 .33 
Average (Gf only) .54 .00 .56 .59 .45  .47  -.02 .00 .38 -.09 .34 .29 .36 .34 
Average (All Crystallized) .52  .46 .57 .43  .43  .14   .20 .30 .46 .33 .33 
∆ Gf - Crystallized Average .02 .00 .10 .03 .02  .04  -.17 .00 .38 -.30 .04 -.17 .03 .01 










Summary Results for Correlations between Cognitive Abilities and Overall Performance 
Criterion SR—Overall Perf. SR—Overall—Compound SR—Overall—Direct  
Job Complexity All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo 
g .34 .32 .33 .32 .29 .15 .31 .24 .35 .39 .31 .33 
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities             
      Fluid Ability (Gf) .22 .29 .16 .30 .21 .24 .15 .16 .21 .29 .15 .32 
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)             
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE) .17  .18  .30  .30  .13  .15  
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) .25 .29 .26      .24 .29 .26  
      Visual Processing (Gv) .22 .25 .19 .27 .28 .38 .24 -.18 .21 .24 .19 .28 
      Auditory Processing (Ga) .10  .10      .10  .10  
      Processing Speed (Gs) .30 .38 .28 .38 .23 .15 .24 .40 .31 .43 .28 .38 
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)             
Crystallized Abilities             
      Quantitative Ability (Gq) .10 .21 .10  .33  .34  .09 .21 .09  
      Verbal Ability .34 .38 .36 .32 .25 .07 .19 -.04 .35 .43 .41 .33 
      Reading and Writing (Grw) .18 .33 .12 .35 .09  .12 .43 .28 .33  .27 
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .16 .29 .11 .32 .22 .29 .25 .40 .14 .32 .10 .33 
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S) .18 .20 .11 .33 .18 .16 .03  .16 .22 .11 .33 
Average (All Fluid/Info Processing) .25 .31 .22 .32 .24 .24 .21  .24 .32 .22 .33 
Average (Gf only) .22 .29 .16 .30 .21 .24 .15  .21 .29 .15 .32 
Average (All Crystallized) .19 .29 .16 .33 .19 .16 .16  .21 .32 .18 .33 
∆ Gf - Crystallized Average .03 .00 .00 -.03 .03 .08 -.01 .00 .01 -.03 -.02 -.01 










Summary Results for Correlations between Cognitive Abilities and CWB/OCB 
Criterion Objective—CWB* SR--CWB Self--CWB SR--OCB 
Job Complexity All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo 
g -.05  -.01 -.07 -.21 -.18 -.31 -.04 .16  .11  .15 .09 .26 -.05 
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities                 
      Fluid Ability (Gf) -.16  -.19  -.26 -.15 -.30  .19    .18 .07 .21  
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)                 
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE)             .08  .10  
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF)     -.11  -.11      .13  .13  
      Visual Processing (Gv)     -.21  -.25 -.01     .12  .17 -.29 
      Auditory Processing (Ga)                 
      Processing Speed (Gs) -.26   -.27 -.15 -.10 -.15 -.26     .21 .11 .21 .00 
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt) -.15   -.15             
Crystallized Abilities                 
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)             .27    
      Verbal Ability     -.33  -.32 -.34     -.08   -.08 
      Reading and Writing (Grw)             .14    
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) -.10  -.11  -.12 -.12 -.13  .16    .09 .16 .12  
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S) -.08   -.07 -.29        .03  .25  
Note. Tabled values are meta-analytic ρ’s. Values in gray are from small samples, defined as N<500 and k<3. *Objective indicators of CWB would be considered performance 












Summary Results for Correlations between Cognitive Abilities and Task Performance—Moderator Analysis by Sample Type 
Job Complexity All Hi Med Low 
Sample Type USES Other USES Other USES Other USES Other 
g .48 .28 .60 .36 .49 .26 .43 .35 
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities         
      Fluid Ability (Gf) .39 .31  .31 .58 .28 .29 .35 
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)  .45  .43    .49 
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE)  .20    .20   
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF)  .22    .15   
      Visual Processing (Gv) .30 .15 .34  .27 .15 .31 .08 
      Auditory Processing (Ga)         
      Processing Speed (Gs) .37 .22 .37 .02 .36 .23 .38 .20 
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)         
Crystallized Abilities         
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)  .32    .29  .77 
      Verbal Ability .40 .24 .49 -.04 .42 .21 .33 .35 
      Reading and Writing (Grw)  .17    .09   
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .27 .18  .04 .44 .21 .19 -.14 
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S)  .23    .30   
Average (All Fluid/Info Processing) .33 .22 .36 .31 .31 .22 .34  
Average (Gf only) .39 .31 .00 .31 .58 .28 .29 .35 
Average (All Crystallized) .40 .23 .49  .42 .24 .33  
∆ Gf - Crystallized Average  .08    .04   










Summary Results for Correlations between Cognitive Abilities and Overall Performance—Moderator Analysis by Sample Type 
Job Complexity All Hi Med Low 
Sample Type USES Other USES Other USES Other USES Other 
g .44 .26 .57 .31 .54 .24 .35 .27 
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities         
      Fluid Ability (Gf) .31 .24  .32  .18 .31 .30 
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)         
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE)  .18    .18   
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF)  .25  .29  .26   
      Visual Processing (Gv) .29 .20 .26 .28 .38 .17 .24 .29 
      Auditory Processing (Ga)  .10    .10   
      Processing Speed (Gs) .42 .28 .49 .34 .37 .28 .41 .34 
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)         
Crystallized Abilities         
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)  .10  .21  .10   
      Verbal Ability .35 .32 .50 .14 .37 .34 .33 .28 
      Reading and Writing (Grw)  .17  .33  .12  .35 
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .58 .16  .29  .12 .60 .28 
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S)  .18  .22  .11  .34 
Average (All Fluid/Info Processing) .36 .24  .31 .38 .22 .33 .31 
Average (Gf only) .31 .24  .32 .00 .18 .31 .30 
Average (All Crystallized) .35 .19  .26 .37 .16 .33 .31 
∆ Gf - Crystallized Average  .05  .07  .02  -.01 










Sensitivity Analysis—Comparing Present USES Results to Schmidt-Hunter 
 Present Study  Schmidt-Hunter 
 
?̅? ?̅?𝒙 ?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂  ?̅?𝒚𝒚 𝝆  ?̅? ?̅?𝒙 ?̅?𝒙𝒙𝒂  ?̅?𝒚𝒚 𝝆 
Original Study Artifact Values 
  
 
     
      High Complexity .31 .70 .89 .53 .60  .32 .67 .81 .60 .68 
      Medium Complexity .26 .75 .89 .53 .49  .28 .67 .81 .60 .62 
      Low Complexity .22 .74 .89 .53 .43  .21 .67 .81 .60 .50 
Substitute S-H Range Restriction Artifact Values 
     
      High Complexity .31 .67 .89 .53 .63  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Medium Complexity .26 .67 .89 .53 .56  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Low Complexity .22 .67 .89 .53 .48  -- -- -- -- -- 
Substitute S-H Predictor Reliability Artifact Values  
  
 
     
      High Complexity .31 .70 .81 .53 .65  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Medium Complexity .26 .75 .81 .53 .53  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Low Complexity .22 .74 .81 .53 .47  -- -- -- -- -- 
Substitute S-H Criterion Reliability Artifact Values 
  
 
     
      High Complexity .31 .70 .89 .60 .58  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Medium Complexity .26 .75 .89 .60 .46  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Low Complexity .22 .74 .89 .60 .41  -- -- -- -- -- 
Substitute All S-H Artifact Values 
  
 
     
      High Complexity .31 .67 .81 .60 .67  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Medium Complexity .26 .67 .81 .60 .59  -- -- -- -- -- 
      Low Complexity .22 .67 .81 .60 .52  -- -- -- -- -- 
Substitute Present Study Predictor Reliability Artifact Values  
   
      High Complexity -- -- -- -- --  .32 .67 .89 .60 .62 
      Medium Complexity -- -- -- -- --  .28 .67 .89 .60 .56 
      Low Complexity -- -- -- -- --  .21 .67 .89 .60 .44 
Substitute All Present Study Artifact Values 
   
 
     
      High Complexity -- -- -- -- --  .32 .70 .89 .53 .62 
      Medium Complexity -- -- -- -- --  .28 .75 .89 .53 .52 
      Low Complexity -- -- -- -- --  .21 .74 .89 .53 .41 





Differences in ρ—Supervisor-Rated Task Performance vs. Supervisor-Rated Overall Performance 
Comparison Type No Control for Sample Type Within Sample Type 
Job Complexity All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo 
g .09 .19 .12 .10 .03 .05 -.02 .07 
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities         
      Fluid Ability (Gf) .12 .00 .19 .04 .07 -.01 .10 .06 
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)         
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE)     .02  .02  
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF) -.03    -.03  -.10  
      Visual Processing (Gv) .05 .08 .05 .03 -.02 .08 -.06 .01 
      Auditory Processing (Ga)         
      Processing Speed (Gs) .03 -.02 .04 -.01 -.06 -.11 -.03 -.06 
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)         
Crystallized Abilities         
      Quantitative Ability (Gq) .25    .22  .18  
      Verbal Ability .04 .08 .04 .01 .02 -.01 .01 .00 
      Reading and Writing (Grw) .09    .00    
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc) .05  .13  .02  .09  
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S) .09  .21  .05  .19  
Average (All Fluid/Info Processing) .04 .02 .09 .02 .00 -.02 -.01 .00 
Average (Gf only) .12 .00 .19 .04 .07 -.01 .10 .06 
Average (All Crystallized) .10 .08 .13 .01 .06 -.01 .12 .00 
Overall Average .08 .06 .11 .03 .03 .00 .04 .02 
Note. Tabled values are differences in meta-analytic ρs (supervisor-rated task performance ρ– supervisor-rated overall performance ρ). Only comparisons with at least N = 500 and 
k = 3 for both groups are shown. Left-hand columns are differences without controlling for sample type (i.e., between overall ρs without sample type as moderator), whereas right-









Differences in ρ—by Age (over 40 vs. under 40) for USES samples  
Criterion SR—Task Performance SR—Overall Performance 
Job Complexity All Hi Med Lo All Hi Med Lo 
g .01 -.10 .05 -.05 -.13   -.01 
Fluid/Information Processing Abilities         
      Fluid Ability (Gf) -.07    .14    
      Short Term Memory (Gsm)         
      Long Term S&R--Learn. Eff. (Glr--LE)         
      Long Term S&R--Ret. Fluency (Glr--RF)         
      Visual Processing (Gv) .04 -.06 .12 -.11 -.07   .02 
      Auditory Processing (Ga)         
      Processing Speed (Gs) .08 .12 .09 -.01 .05   .02 
      Reaction and Decision Speed (Gt)         
Crystallized Abilities         
      Quantitative Ability (Gq)         
      Verbal Ability .00 -.02 -.01 -.04 .00   .09 
      Reading and Writing (Grw)         
      Comprehension Knowledge (Gc)         
      Domain Spec. Knowledge--Sciences (Gkn--S)         
Average (All Fluid) .01 .03 .10 -.06 .04   .02 
Average (Gf only) -.07    .14    
Average (All Crystallized) .00 -.02 -.01 -.04 .00   .09 
Overall Average .01 -.01 .06 -.05 .00   .03 
Note. Tabled values are differences in meta-analytic ρs (40 and over ρ– under 40 ρ). Only comparisons with at least N = 500 and k = 3 for both groups are shown. Only USES 









Summary of Results for Research Questions Examined 
Research Question Previous Meta-Analytic Findings Current Study 
1. Do tests classified together in the  
         Stanek-Ones taxonomy correlate  
         highly with each other? 
None 
Yes, in general. Across all ability factors, the  
     average correlation between tests assigned  
     to the same factor by the Stanek-Ones  
     compendium was ρ = .78. For a small  
     number of factors, correlations between  
     tests was below ρ = .60. 
2. What is the magnitude of correlation  
         between different third-stratum  
         cognitive abilities? Are the any  
         systemic patterns? 
None 
The average correlation between third-stratum  
     abilities included in the Stanek-Ones  
     compendium was ρ = .56. The Stanek- 
     Ones taxonomy also classifies third- 
     stratum abilities into second-stratum  
     factors based on the CHC taxonomy.  
     When adopting this classification scheme  
     and treating third-stratum factors as “tests”  
     to be evaluated using MTMM  
     methodology, convergent validity is on  
     average .12 points higher than divergent  
     validity. A notable exception occurred for     
     Long-Term Storage and Retrieval (Glr),  
     where convergent validity was lower than  
     divergent validity. Convergent validity was  
     also low (?̅? = .51) for Visual Processing  
     (Gv). 
3. What is the factor structure of third- 
         stratum (“narrow”) cognitive  
         abilities? 
None 
Exploratory factor analysis was used to  
     examine factor structure. EFA was used  
     rather than CFA to let data “speak for  
     itself” as much as possible. Results from  
     EFA frequently accorded with predictions  
     based on CHC taxonomy. A notable  
     exception occurred for abilities from the  
     Quantitative Knowledge (Gq) factor in the  
     CHC taxonomy. These abilities were  
     grouped with fluid abilities, rather than  
     other crystallized ability factors.  
4. How do broad (2nd order) factors  
         identified through Research  
         Question 3 relate to each other?  
         That is—what is the factor  
         structure of abilities at this  
         stratum? 
None  
The CHC taxonomy was used as an  
     organizing framework for this question,  
     due to results discussed above. The g  
     factor, which accounted for meaningful  
     variance (see below), was obtained. A 3- 
     factor solution below g produced fluid,  
     crystallized, and processing speed/auditory  
     processing factors.   
5. How does the g saturation of  
         cognitive ability correlations  
         change across the lifespan, when  
         correlations are computed within  
         age cohorts? 
None 
g saturation remains stable across the lifespan.  
     The first factor from an unrotated factor  
     analysis consistently accounts for roughly  
     50% of the shared variance between  
     cognitive abilities.  
   
   
   
   









   
6. What is the size of correlation  
         between g and overall job  
         performance when an updated,  
         comprehensive set of studies is  
         added to the Schmidt et al. (2008)  
         GATB validity database? 
Schmidt et al. (2008) report ρ = .68 for high 
complexity jobs, ρ = .62 for medium 
complexity jobs, ρ = .50 for low complexity 
jobs. 
Criteria were categorized based on item  
     content with input from SME in this  
     domain. When using this approach, the  
     majority of studies in the GATB database  
     use task performance as the criterion, not  
     overall performance as indicated by  
     Schmidt et al. (2008). Adding a  
     comprehensive set of studies to Schmidt et  
     al.’s (2008) GATB database produces  
     updated estimates of ρ = .32 for high  
     complexity jobs, ρ = .33 for medium  
     complexity jobs, ρ = .30 for low  
     complexity jobs. Validities are higher for  
     overall performance criteria in the GATB  
     database—ρ = .57 for high complexity  
     jobs, ρ = .54 for medium complexity jobs,  
     ρ = .35 for low complexity jobs. 
7. What is the size of correlation  
         between g and the various sub- 
         facets of performance contained  
         in the Campbell (Campbell &  
         Wiernik, 2015) job performance  
         model? 
Task performance rarely separated from  
     overall performance when estimating  
     criterion-related validities (e.g., Salgado et  
     al., 2003; Schmidt et al., 2008). Gonzalez- 
     Mule et al. (2014) report modest (0 to  
     roughly .20 absolute value) correlations  
     between g, OCB and CWB.  
Across task performance criteria, correlations  
     are generally above ρ = .40. For supervisor  
     ratings of task performance, correlations  
     are ρ = .51 for high complexity jobs, ρ =  
     .44 for medium complexity jobs, ρ = .42  
     for low complexity jobs when using the  
     entire meta-analytic database. Validities  
     are higher in the GATB database—ρ = .60  
     for high complexity jobs, ρ = .49 for  
     medium complexity jobs, ρ = .43 for low  
     complexity jobs. For CWB and OCB,  
     correlations are modest (0 to roughly .20  
     absolute value for ρ). 
8. Do fluid abilities or crystallized  
         abilities produce higher  
         predictive validities across the job  
         performance criteria contained in  
         the Campbell (Campbell &  
         Wiernik, 2015) model? 
Postlewaithe (2011) reported correlations of  
     ρ = .23 for fluid ability (Gf) and ρ = .54 for  
     crystallized ability for a criterion that was  
     an admixture of different job performance  
     facets. Only results for medium complexity  
     jobs are reported here—analyses for other  
     job complexity levels had less than 3  
     studies and fewer than 300 employees total  
     for fluid ability.  
Only overall performance and task  
     performance criteria produced more than a  
     small number of samples to examine this  
     question. As such, focus is limited to these  
     criteria.  On average across criteria and job  
     complexity levels Fluid Ability (Gf)  
     produced correlations that were only .03  
     points higher than those found for  
     crystallized abilities. 
9. Are there particular types of fluid or  
         crystallized abilities that have  
         especially high predictive  
         validities? 
None—this question was not examined by  
     Postlewaithe (2011) 
No major differences between crystallized  
     abilities. Fluid Ability (Gf) produced    
     higher correlations than other fluid abilities  
     (e.g., Visual Processing [Gv]). 
10. Are there any ability factors that  
         are especially predictive for older  
         workers in selection settings? 
None 
Small number of samples above age 40 limits  
     conclusions. No notable differences  
     observed where data was available.  
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Table A1 
Predictive Validity for g and Performance Determinants 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All 159,228 107 .42 .06 .54 .06 .52-.56 .46-.61 .56 .06 
 .51 .57 .06 .55-.59 .60 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,012 5 .62 .07 .70 .03 .61-.79 .66-.75 .74 .03 
 .62 .70 .03 .61-.79 .74 .03 
      Complexity: Medium 30,852 55 .51 .09 .58 .08 .54-.61 .47-.68 .60 .09 
 .52 .58 .08 .54-.61 .60 .09 
      Complexity: Low 49,154 22 .52 .05 .58 .04 .55-.61 .52-.63 .61 .04 
 .52 .57 .04 .55-.60 .60 .04 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 159,099 106 .42 .06 .54 .06 .52-.56 .46-.61 .56 .06 
 .51 .57 .07 .55-.59 .60 .07 
      Sample Type: Civilian 129 1 .47 -- .63 -- .47-.76 ----- .65 -- 
 .47 .63 -- .47-.76 .65 -- 
      Age: Below 40 1,961 6 .37 .07 .57 .06 .49-.64 .49-.65 .58 .06 
 .37 .56 .00 .48-.63 .57 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 152,245 95 .42 .06 .53 .05 .51-.55 .46-.60 .55 .06 
 .51 .57 .06 .55-.58 .59 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes 6,983 12 .55 .09 .62 .08 .54-.69 .51-.72 .65 .08 
 .55 .62 .07 .55-.68 .65 .08 
      Context: Research 8,175 19 .48 .09 .67 .09 .60-.72 .55-.79 .69 .10 
 .53 .69 .08 .63-.75 .71 .08 
      Context: Admin. 148,801 79 .42 .05 .53 .04 .51-.54 .48-.57 .55 .04 
 .51 .56 .05 .54-.58 .59 .06 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 1,012 5 .62 .07 .70 .03 .61-.79 .66-.75 .74 .03 
 .62 .70 .03 .61-.79 .74 .03 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,012 5 .62 .07 .70 .03 .61-.79 .66-.75 .74 .03 
 .62 .70 .03 .61-.79 .74 .03 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,012 5 .62 .07 .70 .03 .61-.79 .66-.75 .74 .03 
 .62 .70 .03 .61-.79 .74 .03 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 387 1 .69 -- .76 -- .69-.83 ----- .80 -- 
 .69 .76 -- .69-.83 .80 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 625 4 .54 .02 .62 .00 .57-.67 .62-.62 .65 .00 
 .54 .62 .00 .57-.67 .65 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 30,852 55 .51 .09 .58 .08 .54-.61 .47-.68 .60 .09 
 .52 .58 .08 .54-.61 .60 .09 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 30,723 54 .51 .09 .58 .08 .54-.61 .47-.68 .60 .09 
 .51 .58 .08 .54-.61 .60 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 815 3 .35 .09 .54 .08 .41-.66 .43-.65 .56 .09 
 .35 .54 .08 .41-.66 .56 .09 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 23,740 42 .50 .10 .56 .08 .52-.60 .45-.67 .59 .09 
 .50 .56 .08 .52-.60 .59 .09 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 6,983 12 .55 .09 .62 .08 .54-.69 .51-.72 .65 .08 
 .55 .62 .08 .54-.69 .65 .08 
                  Context: Research 2,366 6 .40 .07 .60 .06 .53-.66 .53-.68 .62 .06 
 .40 .60 .06 .54-.67 .62 .06 
                  Context: Admin. 27,409 45 .52 .09 .57 .08 .54-.60 .46-.68 .60 .09 
 .52 .57 .08 .54-.60 .60 .09 
            Sample Type: Civilian 129 1 .47 -- .65 -- .49-.78 ----- .67 -- 
 .47 .65 -- .49-.78 .67 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 129 1 .47 -- .65 -- .49-.78 ----- .67 -- 
 .47 .65 -- .49-.78 .67 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 49,154 22 .52 .05 .58 .04 .55-.61 .52-.63 .61 .04 
 .52 .57 .04 .55-.60 .60 .04 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 49,154 22 .52 .05 .58 .04 .55-.61 .52-.63 .61 .04 
 .52 .58 .04 .55-.60 .60 .04 
                  Age: Below 40 368 1 .46 -- .67 -- .58-.75 ----- .69 -- 
 .46 .67 -- .58-.75 .69 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 49,154 22 .52 .05 .58 .04 .55-.61 .52-.63 .61 .04 
 .52 .58 .04 .55-.60 .60 .04 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 3,345 8 .60 .07 .74 .06 .66-.81 .67-.81 .77 .06 
 .63 .76 .05 .69-.82 .79 .05 
                  Context: Admin. 45,441 13 .52 .03 .57 .01 .55-.59 .55-.58 .60 .01 
 .52 .57 .01 .55-.59 .60 .01 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 1,791 15 .21 .17 .38 .22 .23-.52 .10-.66 .39 .23 
 .22 .38 .24 .22-.53 .40 .25 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 30 1 -.06 -- -.11 -- -.71-.54 ----- -.12 -- 
 -.06 -.11 -- -.71-.54 -.12 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 846 5 .16 .14 .30 .17 .07-.50 .08-.52 .31 .18 
 .15 .28 .20 .03-.51 .29 .21 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.34-.50 ----- .09 -- 
 .05 .09 -- -.34-.50 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .19 -- .39 -- -.08-.74 ----- .40 -- 
 .19 .39 -- -.08-.74 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,722 14 .21 .18 .38 .23 .22-.52 .09-.67 .39 .24 
 .22 .38 .24 .21-.54 .40 .25 
  552 
 
      Age: Below 40 676 5 .17 .15 .32 .18 .08-.53 .09-.55 .33 .19 
 .14 .26 .30 -.09-.57 .27 .30 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,290 11 .19 .18 .35 .25 .16-.53 .03-.67 .36 .26 
 .19 .35 .29 .13-.54 .36 .30 
      Clerical Job: Yes 501 4 .26 .15 .42 .12 .20-.63 .27-.58 .44 .12 
 .26 .42 .12 .20-.63 .44 .12 
      Context: Research 1,207 10 .22 .18 .38 .24 .18-.56 .07-.68 .39 .25 
 .22 .39 .27 .17-.58 .40 .28 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 285 4 .44 .15 .71 .00 .50-.87 .71-.71 .74 .00 
 .44 .71 .00 .50-.87 .74 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 285 4 .44 .15 .71 .00 .50-.87 .71-.71 .74 .00 
 .44 .71 .00 .50-.87 .74 .00 
      Age: Below 40 72 1 .31 -- .54 -- .19-.81 ----- .56 -- 
 .31 .54 -- .19-.81 .56 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 285 4 .44 .15 .71 .00 .51-.88 .71-.71 .74 .00 
 .44 .71 .00 .51-.88 .74 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 285 4 .44 .15 .70 .00 .50-.87 .70-.70 .73 .00 
 .44 .70 .00 .50-.87 .73 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 1,506 11 .18 .13 .32 .15 .18-.45 .12-.51 .33 .16 
 .17 .31 .17 .16-.45 .32 .18 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 30 1 -.06 -- -.11 -- -.71-.54 ----- -.12 -- 
 -.06 -.11 -- -.71-.54 -.12 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 846 5 .17 .12 .32 .13 .12-.51 .15-.49 .33 .14 
 .16 .31 .16 .08-.51 .32 .17 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.34-.50 ----- .09 -- 
 .05 .09 -- -.34-.50 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .19 -- .39 -- -.08-.74 ----- .40 -- 
 .19 .39 -- -.08-.74 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,437 10 .18 .14 .31 .17 .16-.46 .10-.53 .33 .17 
 .17 .31 .18 .15-.46 .32 .19 
      Age: Below 40 604 4 .16 .15 .29 .20 .02-.53 .03-.54 .30 .21 
 .09 .16 .32 -.24-.53 .17 .33 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,005 7 .13 .11 .25 .12 .09-.39 .10-.40 .26 .12 
 .11 .21 .12 .04-.37 .21 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 501 4 .26 .15 .42 .12 .20-.63 .27-.58 .44 .12 
 .26 .42 .12 .20-.63 .44 .12 
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      Context: Research 922 6 .16 .12 .28 .13 .11-.44 .11-.45 .29 .14 
 .15 .26 .16 .06-.44 .27 .16 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All 876 6 .15 .08 .27 .00 .15-.38 .27-.27 .28 .00 
 .13 .23 .00 .10-.36 .24 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 30 1 -.12 -- -.23 -- -.77-.44 ----- -.23 -- 
 -.12 -.23 -- -.77-.44 -.23 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 687 3 .18 .05 .34 .00 .23-.43 .34-.34 .35 .00 
 .17 .32 .00 .21-.43 .33 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.37-.47 ----- .06 -- 
 .03 .06 -- -.37-.47 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .19 -- .39 -- -.08-.74 ----- .40 -- 
 .19 .39 -- -.08-.74 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 807 5 .14 .09 .26 .00 .12-.39 .26-.26 .27 .00 
 .13 .23 .00 .08-.37 .24 .00 
      Age: Below 40 570 3 .18 .09 .33 .00 .15-.50 .33-.33 .34 .00 
 .15 .27 .07 -.02-.54 .28 .07 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 793 5 .15 .09 .28 .00 .14-.41 .28-.28 .29 .00 
 .13 .24 .00 .08-.39 .25 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 83 1 .11 -- .18 -- -.17-.52 ----- .19 -- 
 .11 .18 -- -.17-.52 .19 -- 
      Context: Research 763 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .17-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00 
 .15 .26 .00 .14-.38 .27 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All 736 7 .19 .19 .34 .25 .09-.56 .01-.66 .35 .26 
 .19 .34 .25 .09-.56 .35 .26 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 30 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.63-.63 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.63-.63 .00 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 159 2 .14 .34 .26 .58 -.59-.90 -.49-1.00 .27 .60 
 .14 .26 .58 -.59-.90 .27 .60 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .06 -- .12 -- -.32-.52 ----- .12 -- 
 .06 .12 -- -.32-.52 .12 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 736 7 .19 .19 .34 .25 .09-.56 .01-.66 .35 .26 
 .19 .34 .25 .09-.56 .35 .26 
      Age: Below 40 64 2 -.17 .23 -.31 .23 -.77-.27 -.61--.02 -.32 .23 
 -.17 -.31 .23 -.77-.27 -.32 .23 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 318 4 .05 .16 .10 .20 -.19-.37 -.16-.35 .10 .21 
 .05 .10 .20 -.19-.37 .10 .21 
      Clerical Job: Yes 418 3 .29 .14 .47 .10 .21-.69 .34-.60 .49 .11 
 .29 .47 .10 .21-.69 .49 .11 
      Context: Research 235 3 .11 .25 .20 .37 -.29-.63 -.28-.67 .20 .39 
 .11 .20 .37 -.29-.63 .20 .39 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.36-.22 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.36-.22 -.08 -- 
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Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 147 1 -.04 -- -.08 -- -.38-.23 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.08 -- -.38-.23 -.08 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.36-.22 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.36-.22 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.36-.22 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.36-.22 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.35-.22 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.35-.22 -.07 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
 
All 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.36-.22 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.36-.22 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 147 1 -.04 -- -.08 -- -.38-.23 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.08 -- -.38-.23 -.08 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.36-.22 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.36-.22 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.36-.22 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.36-.22 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 147 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.35-.22 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.35-.22 -.07 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 192 2 .09 .04 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18-.18 .18 .00 
 .09 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 127 1 .07 -- .15 -- -.22-.48 ----- .15 -- 
 .07 .15 -- -.22-.48 .15 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 192 2 .09 .04 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18-.18 .18 .00 
 .09 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18 .00 
      Age: Below 40 127 1 .07 -- .14 -- -.21-.47 ----- .14 -- 
 .07 .14 -- -.25-.51 .14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 192 2 .09 .04 .18 .00 .07-.29 .18-.18 .19 .00 
 .09 .18 .00 .07-.29 .19 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 192 2 .09 .04 .17 .00 .07-.28 .17-.17 .18 .00 
 .09 .17 .00 .07-.28 .18 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 192 2 .09 .04 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18-.18 .18 .00 
 .09 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 127 1 .07 -- .15 -- -.22-.48 ----- .15 -- 
 .07 .15 -- -.22-.48 .15 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 192 2 .09 .04 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18-.18 .18 .00 
 .09 .18 .00 .07-.28 .18 .00 
      Age: Below 40 127 1 .07 -- .14 -- -.21-.47 ----- .14 -- 
 .07 .14 -- -.25-.51 .14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 192 2 .09 .04 .18 .00 .07-.29 .18-.18 .19 .00 
 .09 .18 .00 .07-.29 .19 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 192 2 .09 .04 .17 .00 .07-.28 .17-.17 .18 .00 
 .09 .17 .00 .07-.28 .18 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
    
All 192 2 .07 .06 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .14-.14 .14 .00 
 .07 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .14 .00 
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Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 127 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.28-.43 ----- .09 -- 
 .04 .08 -- -.28-.43 .09 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 192 2 .07 .06 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .14-.14 .14 .00 
 .07 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .14 .00 
      Age: Below 40 127 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.27-.42 ----- .08 -- 
 .04 .08 -- -.31-.46 .08 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 192 2 .07 .06 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .07 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .15 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 192 2 .07 .06 .14 .00 -.03-.29 .14-.14 .14 .00 
 .07 .14 .00 -.03-.29 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All 127 1 .10 -- .20 -- -.14-.51 ----- .20 -- 
 .10 .20 -- -.14-.51 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 127 1 .10 -- .21 -- -.15-.53 ----- .22 -- 
 .10 .21 -- -.15-.53 .22 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 127 1 .10 -- .20 -- -.14-.51 ----- .20 -- 
 .10 .20 -- -.14-.51 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 127 1 .10 -- .20 -- -.15-.52 ----- .21 -- 
 .10 .20 -- -.19-.55 .21 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 127 1 .10 -- .20 -- -.14-.51 ----- .21 -- 
 .10 .20 -- -.14-.51 .21 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 127 1 .10 -- .19 -- -.14-.50 ----- .20 -- 
 .10 .19 -- -.14-.50 .20 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  
  558 
 
Table A2 
Predictive Validity for g and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All 52,080 43 .20 .08 .26 .09 .22-.31 .15-.38 .28 .10 
 .19 .25 .09 .21-.30 .26 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 544 2 .48 .20 .60 .22 .25-.95 .32-.89 .64 .23 
 .48 .60 .22 .25-.95 .64 .23 
      Complexity: Medium 9,836 16 .21 .07 .31 .06 .25-.37 .23-.38 .32 .06 
 .20 .29 .04 .23-.35 .30 .05 
      Complexity: Low 39,883 16 .19 .08 .24 .09 .17-.31 .12-.36 .25 .10 
 .19 .24 .09 .17-.31 .25 .10 
      Sample Type: USES 114 2 .14 .08 .25 .00 .04-.45 .25-.25 .27 .00 
 .14 .25 .00 .04-.45 .27 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 51,886 40 .20 .08 .26 .09 .22-.31 .15-.38 .27 .10 
 .20 .26 .09 .22-.31 .27 .10 
      Sample Type: Civilian 80 1 .37 -- .57 -- .30-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .37 .57 -- .30-.80 .59 -- 
      Age: Below 40 1,737 8 .31 .07 .54 .00 .47-.61 .54-.54 .56 .00 
 .31 .54 .00 .42-.64 .55 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 50,703 39 .19 .08 .26 .09 .21-.30 .14-.37 .27 .10 
 .19 .25 .09 .20-.29 .26 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,377 4 .32 .02 .50 .00 .43-.56 .50-.50 .51 .00 
 .31 .47 .00 .39-.55 .49 .00 
      Context: Research 7,472 21 .31 .07 .49 .05 .43-.56 .43-.56 .51 .05 
 .36 .54 .00 .47-.61 .56 .00 
      Context: Admin. 41,884 9 .18 .03 .22 .02 .20-.25 .20-.25 .23 .02 
 .18 .22 .02 .20-.25 .23 .02 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 544 2 .48 .20 .60 .22 .25-.95 .32-.89 .64 .23 
 .48 .60 .22 .25-.95 .64 .23 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 544 2 .48 .20 .60 .22 .25-.95 .32-.89 .64 .23 
 .48 .60 .22 .25-.95 .64 .23 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 544 2 .48 .20 .60 .22 .25-.95 .32-.89 .64 .23 
 .48 .60 .22 .25-.95 .64 .23 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 387 1 .55 -- .69 -- .56-.81 ----- .72 -- 
 .55 .69 -- .56-.81 .72 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 9,836 16 .21 .07 .31 .06 .25-.37 .23-.38 .32 .06 
 .20 .29 .04 .23-.35 .30 .05 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 9,836 16 .21 .07 .31 .06 .25-.37 .23-.38 .32 .06 
 .21 .31 .06 .25-.37 .32 .06 
                  Age: Below 40 1,175 4 .34 .05 .58 .00 .51-.65 .58-.58 .60 .00 
 .34 .58 .00 .51-.65 .60 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,539 13 .19 .06 .28 .05 .22-.34 .21-.34 .29 .05 
 .19 .28 .05 .22-.34 .29 .05 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,297 3 .31 .02 .49 .00 .42-.57 .49-.49 .51 .00 
 .31 .49 .00 .42-.57 .51 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,297 5 .24 .08 .44 .09 .33-.55 .32-.56 .45 .10 
 .25 .45 .09 .33-.55 .46 .09 
                  Context: Admin. 5,968 5 .17 .05 .21 .04 .14-.27 .16-.26 .22 .04 
 .17 .21 .04 .14-.27 .22 .04 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 39,883 16 .19 .08 .24 .09 .17-.31 .12-.36 .25 .10 
 .19 .24 .09 .17-.31 .25 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 57 1 .08 -- .14 -- -.34-.58 ----- .15 -- 
 .08 .14 -- -.34-.58 .15 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 57 1 .08 -- .14 -- -.34-.58 ----- .15 -- 
 .08 .14 -- -.34-.58 .15 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 57 1 .08 -- .14 -- -.34-.58 ----- .15 -- 
 .08 .14 -- -.34-.58 .15 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 57 1 .08 -- .14 -- -.34-.58 ----- .15 -- 
 .08 .14 -- -.34-.58 .15 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 39,746 14 .19 .08 .24 .09 .17-.31 .12-.36 .25 .10 
 .19 .24 .09 .17-.31 .25 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 368 1 .27 -- .49 -- .33-.62 ----- .50 -- 
 .27 .49 -- .33-.62 .50 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 39,746 14 .19 .08 .24 .09 .17-.31 .12-.36 .25 .10 
 .19 .24 .09 .17-.31 .25 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 3,355 8 .37 .08 .52 .05 .40-.62 .45-.58 .54 .05 
 .42 .57 .01 .46-.68 .60 .01 
                  Context: Admin. 35,916 4 .18 .03 .22 .02 .19-.26 .20-.25 .24 .02 
 .18 .22 .02 .19-.26 .24 .02 
            Sample Type: Civilian 80 1 .37 -- .60 -- .31-.82 ----- .62 -- 
 .37 .60 -- .31-.82 .62 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 80 1 .37 -- .60 -- .31-.82 ----- .62 -- 
 .37 .60 -- .31-.82 .62 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 80 1 .37 -- .60 -- .31-.82 ----- .62 -- 
 .37 .60 -- .31-.82 .62 -- 
                  Context: Research 80 1 .37 -- .60 -- .31-.82 ----- .62 -- 
 .37 .60 -- .31-.82 .62 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
       
All 66,343 77 .32 .06 .52 .07 .50-.54 .43-.61 .53 .07 
 .31 .52 .11 .49-.55 .53 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
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      Complexity: High 38,747 8 .31 .01 .53 .00 .52-.54 .53-.53 .54 .00 
 .31 .53 .00 .45-.60 .54 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 18,278 45 .34 .09 .55 .10 .52-.59 .43-.68 .56 .10 
 .33 .55 .11 .50-.58 .56 .11 
      Complexity: Low 10,543 11 .40 .14 .64 .16 .53-.73 .44-.84 .65 .16 
 .33 .55 .11 .44-.64 .56 .11 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 66,343 77 .32 .06 .52 .07 .50-.54 .43-.61 .53 .07 
 .31 .52 .11 .49-.55 .53 .11 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 59,799 68 .32 .06 .52 .07 .50-.54 .43-.61 .53 .07 
 .31 .52 .11 .48-.55 .53 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 6,662 10 .32 .07 .53 .07 .47-.58 .43-.62 .54 .07 
 .33 .54 .03 .47-.60 .55 .03 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 66,343 77 .32 .06 .52 .07 .50-.54 .43-.61 .53 .07 
 .32 .52 .11 .49-.55 .53 .11 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 38,747 8 .31 .01 .53 .00 .52-.54 .53-.53 .54 .00 
 .31 .53 .00 .45-.60 .54 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 38,747 8 .31 .01 .53 .00 .52-.54 .53-.53 .54 .00 
 .31 .53 .00 .46-.60 .54 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 38,747 8 .31 .01 .53 .00 .52-.54 .53-.53 .54 .00 
 .31 .53 .00 .46-.60 .54 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 38,747 8 .31 .01 .53 .00 .52-.54 .53-.53 .54 .00 
 .31 .53 .00 .45-.60 .54 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 18,278 45 .34 .09 .55 .10 .52-.59 .43-.68 .56 .10 
 .33 .55 .11 .50-.58 .56 .11 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 18,278 45 .34 .09 .55 .10 .52-.59 .43-.68 .56 .10 
 .33 .54 .10 .50-.58 .55 .11 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 11,734 36 .35 .10 .57 .11 .52-.61 .43-.71 .58 .11 
 .34 .55 .12 .50-.60 .56 .12 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 6,662 10 .32 .07 .53 .07 .47-.58 .43-.62 .54 .07 
 .32 .53 .07 .47-.59 .54 .07 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 18,278 45 .34 .09 .55 .10 .52-.59 .43-.68 .56 .10 
 .33 .54 .11 .50-.58 .56 .11 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low 10,543 11 .40 .14 .64 .16 .53-.73 .44-.84 .65 .16 
 .33 .55 .11 .44-.64 .56 .11 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 10,543 11 .40 .14 .64 .16 .53-.73 .44-.84 .65 .16 
 .35 .56 .15 .46-.66 .58 .15 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 10,543 11 .40 .14 .64 .16 .53-.73 .44-.84 .65 .16 
 .35 .56 .15 .46-.66 .58 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 10,543 11 .40 .14 .64 .16 .53-.73 .44-.84 .65 .16 
 .37 .60 .16 .49-.69 .61 .16 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All 2,559 41 .13 .16 .22 .17 .13-.30 .00-.44 .23 .18 
 .13 .22 .18 .13-.30 .23 .19 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 493 7 .20 .11 .33 .00 .19-.46 .33-.33 .35 .00 
 .20 .33 .00 .19-.46 .35 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,915 31 .13 .16 .23 .17 .13-.32 .01-.45 .24 .18 
 .13 .23 .19 .12-.33 .24 .20 
      Sample Type: USES 1,689 33 .14 .17 .25 .18 .15-.35 .02-.48 .27 .19 
 .14 .25 .18 .15-.35 .27 .19 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 870 8 .10 .14 .16 .17 .00-.31 -.05-.37 .17 .17 
 .10 .16 .18 -.02-.32 .16 .19 
      Age: Below 40 2,065 32 .14 .15 .25 .14 .16-.34 .07-.43 .26 .15 
 .15 .26 .15 .16-.35 .27 .16 
      Age: 40 and above 282 5 .00 .13 .01 .00 -.18-.20 .01-.01 .01 .00 
 .00 .01 .00 -.18-.20 .01 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 2,092 34 .11 .17 .19 .18 .10-.28 -.03-.42 .20 .18 
 .11 .19 .18 .09-.29 .20 .19 
      Clerical Job: Yes 467 7 .21 .14 .32 .09 .16-.46 .21-.42 .33 .09 
 .21 .32 .09 .16-.46 .33 .09 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,559 41 .13 .16 .24 .18 .15-.33 .01-.47 .25 .19 
 .13 .24 .18 .15-.33 .25 .19 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 493 7 .20 .11 .33 .00 .19-.46 .33-.33 .35 .00 
 .20 .33 .00 .19-.46 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 214 4 .20 .06 .34 .00 .25-.42 .34-.34 .36 .00 
 .20 .34 .00 .25-.42 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 214 4 .20 .06 .34 .00 .25-.42 .34-.34 .36 .00 
 .20 .34 .00 .25-.42 .36 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 104 2 .17 .02 .30 .00 .26-.34 .30-.30 .32 .00 
 .17 .30 .00 .26-.34 .32 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 110 2 .22 .08 .37 .00 .18-.54 .37-.37 .39 .00 
 .22 .37 .00 .18-.54 .39 .00 
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                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 214 4 .20 .06 .34 .00 .25-.42 .34-.34 .36 .00 
 .20 .34 .00 .25-.42 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 279 3 .20 .16 .33 .19 .02-.59 .09-.57 .34 .19 
 .20 .33 .19 .02-.59 .34 .19 
                  Age: Below 40 163 2 .09 .06 .15 .00 .00-.29 .15-.15 .15 .00 
 .09 .15 .00 .00-.29 .15 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 279 3 .20 .16 .33 .19 .02-.59 .09-.57 .34 .19 
 .20 .33 .19 .02-.59 .34 .19 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 279 3 .20 .16 .33 .19 .02-.59 .09-.57 .34 .19 
 .20 .33 .19 .02-.59 .34 .19 
      Complexity: Low 1,915 31 .13 .16 .23 .17 .13-.32 .01-.45 .24 .18 
 .13 .23 .19 .12-.33 .24 .20 
            Sample Type: USES 1,475 29 .13 .19 .24 .21 .12-.35 -.03-.50 .25 .22 
 .14 .24 .21 .12-.35 .25 .22 
                  Age: Below 40 1,275 25 .15 .19 .26 .22 .13-.38 -.01-.54 .28 .23 
 .15 .27 .22 .14-.39 .28 .23 
                  Age: 40 and above 200 4 .04 .14 .07 .00 -.17-.30 .07-.07 .07 .00 
 .04 .07 .00 -.17-.30 .07 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,424 28 .13 .18 .22 .20 .10-.34 -.04-.49 .24 .22 
 .13 .23 .20 .11-.34 .24 .22 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 51 1 .34 -- .55 -- .16-.82 ----- .58 -- 
 .34 .55 -- .16-.82 .58 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,475 29 .13 .19 .24 .21 .12-.35 -.03-.50 .25 .22 
 .13 .24 .21 .12-.35 .25 .22 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 440 2 .11 .05 .19 .00 .08-.30 .19-.19 .20 .00 
 .10 .17 .00 -.01-.34 .17 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 413 1 .12 -- .21 -- .05-.36 ----- .21 -- 
 .12 .21 -- -.06-.46 .22 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 413 1 .12 -- .21 -- .05-.36 ----- .21 -- 
 .12 .21 -- -.07-.46 .22 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 27 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.62-.58 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.62-.58 -.03 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 440 2 .11 .05 .19 .00 .08-.30 .19-.19 .20 .00 
 .11 .19 .00 .08-.30 .20 .00 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All 35,681 369 .22 .14 .42 .10 .39-.45 .29-.55 .44 .11 
 .23 .43 .08 .41-.46 .45 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 4,583 50 .24 .16 .47 .14 .39-.54 .28-.65 .49 .15 
 .27 .51 .06 .44-.58 .54 .07 
      Complexity: Medium 17,071 150 .23 .14 .43 .12 .39-.47 .28-.58 .45 .13 
 .23 .44 .11 .40-.48 .46 .11 
      Complexity: Low 10,426 142 .22 .12 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .45 .00 
 .22 .42 .00 .38-.46 .44 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 24,299 295 .25 .13 .49 .03 .46-.51 .45-.52 .52 .03 
 .25 .48 .00 .46-.51 .51 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 1,454 4 .08 .11 .17 .20 -.06-.39 -.08-.43 .18 .20 
 .08 .17 .20 -.06-.39 .18 .20 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 9,928 70 .16 .11 .29 .10 .24-.34 .16-.42 .30 .11 
 .17 .30 .08 .25-.35 .31 .09 
      Age: Below 40 27,397 299 .23 .13 .45 .08 .42-.47 .35-.55 .47 .08 
 .23 .45 .06 .41-.48 .47 .06 
      Age: 40 and above 3,022 39 .24 .13 .45 .00 .38-.52 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .24 .45 .00 .38-.52 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 29,408 320 .22 .14 .42 .11 .39-.45 .28-.56 .44 .12 
 .23 .44 .08 .41-.47 .46 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes 6,273 49 .22 .12 .40 .05 .34-.45 .33-.47 .42 .05 
 .22 .39 .05 .33-.45 .41 .06 
      Context: Research 30,125 320 .23 .14 .42 .10 .39-.45 .30-.55 .44 .10 
 .23 .43 .08 .40-.46 .45 .09 
      Context: Admin. 635 2 .28 .08 .54 .00 .34-.70 .54-.54 .56 .00 
 .28 .52 .00 .30-.71 .54 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 4,583 50 .24 .16 .47 .14 .39-.54 .28-.65 .49 .15 
 .27 .51 .06 .44-.58 .54 .07 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .30 .14 .59 .00 .52-.65 .59-.59 .63 .00 
 .31 .60 .00 .53-.66 .64 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .32 .14 .62 .00 .54-.68 .62-.62 .65 .00 
 .33 .63 .00 .55-.69 .66 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .26 .12 .52 .00 .39-.63 .52-.52 .55 .00 
 .26 .53 .00 .38-.65 .56 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .30 .14 .59 .00 .52-.65 .59-.59 .63 .00 
 .31 .60 .00 .53-.66 .64 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .31 .14 .60 .00 .52-.67 .60-.60 .63 .00 
 .31 .61 .00 .53-.68 .65 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .15 -- .33 -- -.08-.65 ----- .35 -- 
 .15 .33 -- -.08-.65 .35 -- 
            Sample Type: Military 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,701 9 .13 .14 .25 .20 .08-.41 .00-.50 .26 .21 
 .20 .36 .13 .20-.51 .37 .14 
                  Age: Below 40 279 4 .12 .06 .23 .00 .11-.34 .23-.23 .24 .00 
 .12 .23 .00 .11-.34 .24 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,701 9 .13 .14 .25 .20 .08-.41 .00-.50 .26 .21 
 .20 .36 .13 .20-.51 .37 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,671 8 .14 .14 .25 .20 .07-.42 -.01-.52 .26 .21 
 .20 .37 .16 .19-.53 .38 .16 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 17,071 150 .23 .14 .43 .12 .39-.47 .28-.58 .45 .13 
 .23 .44 .11 .40-.48 .46 .11 
            Sample Type: USES 12,089 118 .27 .13 .50 .06 .46-.54 .42-.58 .53 .06 
 .27 .49 .00 .45-.53 .52 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 10,739 103 .27 .13 .50 .08 .45-.54 .39-.60 .53 .08 
 .26 .49 .04 .44-.53 .52 .05 
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                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .28 .11 .52 .00 .43-.60 .52-.52 .55 .00 
 .29 .54 .00 .46-.62 .57 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,155 95 .27 .13 .50 .07 .45-.54 .40-.59 .53 .08 
 .27 .50 .00 .46-.54 .53 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .27 .12 .50 .00 .42-.58 .50-.50 .53 .00 
 .27 .50 .01 .42-.58 .53 .01 
                  Context: Research 11,434 108 .27 .13 .50 .07 .46-.54 .42-.58 .53 .07 
 .27 .50 .00 .45-.54 .52 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 896 2 .05 .14 .10 .28 -.31-.48 -.26-.46 .10 .29 
 .05 .10 .28 -.31-.48 .10 .29 
                  Age: Below 40 387 1 .16 -- .33 -- .14-.51 ----- .34 -- 
 .16 .33 -- .14-.51 .34 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 896 2 .05 .14 .10 .28 -.31-.48 -.26-.46 .10 .29 
 .05 .10 .28 -.31-.48 .10 .29 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 387 1 .16 -- .33 -- .14-.51 ----- .34 -- 
 .16 .33 -- .14-.51 .34 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,086 30 .15 .10 .29 .00 .23-.35 .29-.29 .30 .00 
 .15 .29 .00 .23-.35 .30 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,905 19 .14 .11 .27 .08 .18-.35 .16-.37 .28 .08 
 .14 .27 .09 .17-.35 .28 .09 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,501 19 .16 .10 .31 .00 .23-.39 .31-.31 .32 .00 
 .17 .32 .00 .23-.40 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,585 11 .13 .10 .25 .00 .15-.35 .25-.25 .26 .00 
 .13 .26 .00 .14-.37 .26 .00 
                  Context: Research 3,095 20 .13 .10 .26 .04 .17-.33 .20-.31 .26 .05 
 .13 .26 .05 .17-.34 .26 .05 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 10,426 142 .22 .12 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .45 .00 
 .22 .42 .00 .38-.46 .44 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,156 133 .22 .13 .43 .00 .39-.47 .43-.43 .46 .00 
 .22 .43 .00 .39-.47 .45 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,428 121 .23 .13 .44 .00 .40-.48 .44-.44 .46 .00 
 .22 .43 .00 .39-.48 .46 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .19 .11 .38 .00 .27-.48 .38-.38 .40 .00 
 .19 .38 .00 .27-.48 .40 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,376 127 .22 .13 .43 .00 .39-.47 .43-.43 .45 .00 
 .22 .43 .00 .39-.47 .45 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .24 .12 .47 .08 .29-.62 .36-.57 .50 .09 
 .24 .47 .10 .28-.63 .49 .11 
                  Context: Research 8,150 123 .22 .13 .42 .00 .38-.46 .42-.42 .45 .00 
 .21 .42 .00 .38-.46 .44 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,270 9 .22 .11 .41 .03 .28-.53 .38-.45 .43 .03 
 .18 .35 .00 .20-.48 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,194 8 .24 .10 .44 .00 .32-.55 .44-.44 .45 .00 
 .21 .39 .00 .25-.51 .40 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,031 5 .24 .10 .44 .00 .29-.58 .44-.44 .46 .00 
 .20 .38 .00 .21-.54 .39 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 239 4 .15 .16 .28 .14 -.02-.54 .10-.46 .29 .14 
 .15 .28 .14 -.02-.54 .29 .14 
                  Context: Research 741 8 .16 .11 .30 .00 .16-.43 .30-.30 .31 .00 
 .16 .30 .00 .14-.45 .31 .00 
  565 
 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .31 -- .56 -- .43-.66 ----- .58 -- 
 .31 .56 -- .43-.66 .58 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
       
All 208 1 .42 -- .68 -- .53-.82 ----- .71 -- 
 .42 .68 -- .53-.82 .71 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 208 1 .42 -- .69 -- .54-.82 ----- .72 -- 
 .42 .69 -- .54-.82 .72 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 208 1 .42 -- .68 -- .53-.82 ----- .71 -- 
 .42 .68 -- .53-.82 .71 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 208 1 .42 -- .69 -- .53-.82 ----- .71 -- 
 .42 .69 -- .53-.82 .71 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 208 1 .42 -- .67 -- .52-.81 ----- .70 -- 
 .42 .67 -- .52-.81 .70 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 35,473 368 .22 .14 .42 .11 .39-.44 .28-.55 .44 .11 
 .23 .43 .09 .40-.45 .45 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 4,375 49 .23 .16 .45 .15 .37-.52 .25-.65 .47 .16 
 .26 .50 .09 .42-.56 .52 .09 
      Complexity: Medium 17,071 150 .23 .14 .43 .12 .39-.47 .28-.59 .45 .13 
 .23 .44 .11 .40-.48 .46 .12 
      Complexity: Low 10,426 142 .22 .12 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .45 .00 
 .22 .42 .00 .38-.46 .44 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 24,299 295 .25 .13 .49 .03 .46-.51 .45-.52 .52 .03 
 .25 .48 .00 .46-.51 .51 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 1,454 4 .08 .11 .17 .20 -.06-.39 -.08-.43 .18 .20 
 .08 .17 .20 -.06-.39 .18 .20 
      Sample Type: Civilian 9,720 69 .16 .11 .28 .09 .23-.33 .16-.40 .29 .10 
 .16 .29 .07 .23-.34 .30 .07 
      Age: Below 40 27,397 299 .23 .13 .45 .08 .42-.47 .34-.55 .47 .08 
 .23 .44 .07 .41-.48 .47 .07 
      Age: 40 and above 3,022 39 .24 .13 .45 .00 .38-.52 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .24 .45 .00 .38-.52 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 29,200 319 .22 .14 .42 .11 .39-.45 .28-.56 .44 .12 
 .23 .43 .09 .41-.46 .46 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes 6,273 49 .22 .12 .40 .05 .34-.45 .33-.47 .42 .05 
 .22 .39 .05 .33-.45 .41 .06 
      Context: Research 29,917 319 .22 .14 .42 .10 .39-.45 .29-.55 .44 .10 
 .23 .43 .09 .40-.45 .45 .09 
      Context: Admin. 635 2 .28 .08 .54 .00 .34-.70 .54-.54 .56 .00 
 .28 .52 .00 .30-.71 .54 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 4,375 49 .23 .16 .45 .15 .37-.52 .25-.65 .47 .16 
 .26 .50 .09 .42-.56 .52 .09 
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            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .30 .14 .59 .00 .52-.65 .59-.59 .63 .00 
 .31 .60 .00 .53-.66 .64 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .32 .14 .62 .00 .54-.68 .62-.62 .65 .00 
 .33 .63 .00 .55-.69 .66 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .26 .12 .52 .00 .39-.63 .52-.52 .55 .00 
 .26 .53 .00 .38-.65 .56 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .30 .14 .59 .00 .52-.65 .59-.59 .63 .00 
 .31 .60 .00 .53-.66 .64 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .31 .14 .60 .00 .52-.67 .60-.60 .63 .00 
 .31 .61 .00 .53-.68 .65 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .15 -- .33 -- -.08-.65 ----- .35 -- 
 .15 .33 -- -.08-.65 .35 -- 
            Sample Type: Military 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 38 1 .36 -- .66 -- .15-.94 ----- .68 -- 
 .36 .66 -- .15-.94 .68 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,493 8 .09 .10 .17 .10 .04-.29 .04-.29 .17 .10 
 .13 .25 .00 .11-.38 .26 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 279 4 .09 .11 .17 .00 -.04-.37 .17-.17 .17 .00 
 .09 .17 .00 -.04-.37 .17 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,493 8 .09 .10 .17 .10 .04-.29 .04-.29 .17 .10 
 .13 .25 .00 .11-.38 .26 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,463 7 .09 .10 .17 .11 .04-.30 .03-.31 .18 .11 
 .14 .25 .05 .10-.39 .26 .05 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 17,071 150 .23 .14 .43 .12 .39-.47 .28-.59 .45 .13 
 .23 .44 .11 .40-.48 .46 .12 
            Sample Type: USES 12,089 118 .27 .13 .50 .06 .46-.54 .42-.58 .53 .06 
 .27 .49 .00 .45-.53 .52 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 10,739 103 .27 .13 .50 .08 .45-.54 .39-.60 .53 .08 
 .26 .49 .04 .44-.53 .52 .05 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .28 .11 .52 .00 .43-.60 .52-.52 .55 .00 
 .29 .54 .00 .46-.62 .57 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,155 95 .27 .13 .50 .07 .45-.54 .40-.59 .53 .08 
 .27 .50 .00 .46-.54 .53 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .27 .12 .50 .00 .42-.58 .50-.50 .53 .00 
 .27 .50 .01 .42-.58 .53 .01 
                  Context: Research 11,434 108 .27 .13 .50 .07 .46-.54 .42-.58 .53 .07 
 .27 .50 .00 .45-.54 .52 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 896 2 .05 .14 .10 .28 -.31-.48 -.26-.46 .10 .29 
 .05 .10 .28 -.31-.48 .10 .29 
                  Age: Below 40 387 1 .16 -- .33 -- .14-.51 ----- .34 -- 
 .16 .33 -- .14-.51 .34 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 896 2 .05 .14 .10 .28 -.31-.48 -.26-.46 .10 .29 
 .05 .10 .28 -.31-.48 .10 .29 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Research 387 1 .16 -- .33 -- .14-.51 ----- .34 -- 
 .16 .33 -- .14-.51 .34 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,086 30 .15 .10 .28 .00 .22-.35 .28-.28 .29 .00 
 .15 .29 .00 .22-.35 .30 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,905 19 .14 .11 .27 .08 .18-.35 .16-.37 .28 .08 
 .14 .27 .09 .17-.35 .28 .09 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,501 19 .16 .10 .30 .00 .22-.38 .30-.30 .32 .00 
 .16 .31 .00 .22-.39 .32 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,585 11 .13 .10 .25 .00 .15-.35 .25-.25 .26 .00 
 .13 .26 .00 .14-.37 .26 .00 
                  Context: Research 3,095 20 .13 .10 .25 .06 .17-.33 .18-.32 .26 .06 
 .13 .25 .06 .16-.33 .26 .07 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 10,426 142 .22 .12 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .45 .00 
 .22 .42 .00 .38-.46 .44 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,156 133 .22 .13 .43 .00 .39-.47 .43-.43 .46 .00 
 .22 .43 .00 .39-.47 .45 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,428 121 .23 .13 .44 .00 .40-.48 .44-.44 .46 .00 
 .22 .43 .00 .39-.48 .46 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .19 .11 .38 .00 .27-.48 .38-.38 .40 .00 
 .19 .38 .00 .27-.48 .40 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,376 127 .22 .13 .43 .00 .39-.47 .43-.43 .45 .00 
 .22 .43 .00 .39-.47 .45 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .24 .12 .47 .08 .29-.62 .36-.57 .50 .09 
 .24 .47 .10 .28-.63 .49 .11 
                  Context: Research 8,150 123 .22 .13 .42 .00 .38-.46 .42-.42 .45 .00 
 .21 .42 .00 .38-.46 .44 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,270 9 .22 .11 .41 .03 .28-.53 .38-.45 .43 .03 
 .18 .35 .00 .20-.48 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,194 8 .24 .10 .44 .00 .32-.55 .44-.44 .45 .00 
 .21 .39 .00 .25-.51 .40 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,031 5 .24 .10 .44 .00 .29-.58 .44-.44 .46 .00 
 .20 .38 .00 .21-.54 .39 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 239 4 .15 .16 .28 .14 -.02-.54 .10-.46 .29 .14 
 .15 .28 .14 -.02-.54 .29 .14 
                  Context: Research 741 8 .16 .11 .30 .00 .16-.43 .30-.30 .31 .00 
 .16 .30 .00 .14-.45 .31 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .31 -- .56 -- .43-.66 ----- .58 -- 
 .31 .56 -- .43-.66 .58 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
         
All 1,360 12 .15 .12 .27 .10 .15-.39 .15-.40 .28 .10 
 .15 .27 .10 .15-.39 .28 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 94 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.37-.37 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.37-.37 .00 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 576 4 .15 .10 .28 .00 .10-.45 .28-.28 .29 .00 
 .15 .28 .00 .10-.45 .29 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .08 -- .16 -- -.28-.55 ----- .16 -- 
 .08 .16 -- -.28-.55 .16 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,360 12 .15 .12 .27 .10 .15-.39 .15-.40 .28 .10 
 .15 .27 .10 .15-.39 .28 .10 
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      Age: Below 40 128 2 -.05 .12 -.10 .00 -.39-.21 -.10--.10 -.10 .00 
 -.05 -.10 .00 -.39-.21 -.10 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 736 7 .12 .14 .21 .18 .02-.40 -.02-.44 .22 .18 
 .11 .20 .19 .00-.39 .21 .19 
      Clerical Job: Yes 624 5 .19 .07 .32 .00 .22-.41 .32-.32 .33 .00 
 .19 .32 .00 .22-.41 .33 .00 
      Context: Research 329 4 .05 .12 .09 .05 -.11-.29 .03-.15 .10 .05 
 .05 .09 .05 -.11-.29 .10 .05 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
       
All 850 6 .13 .10 .23 .09 .08-.38 .12-.34 .24 .09 
 .13 .23 .09 .08-.38 .24 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 125 1 .20 -- .37 -- .06-.64 ----- .39 -- 
 .20 .37 -- .06-.64 .39 -- 
      Complexity: Low 300 2 .10 .14 .20 .21 -.18-.54 -.07-.46 .20 .22 
 .06 .11 .23 -.32-.51 .12 .24 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 850 6 .13 .10 .23 .09 .08-.38 .12-.34 .24 .09 
 .13 .23 .09 .08-.38 .24 .09 
      Age: Below 40 224 1 .16 -- .29 -- .06-.50 ----- .30 -- 
 .16 .29 -- -.06-.60 .30 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 478 3 .08 .11 .14 .12 -.08-.35 -.02-.29 .14 .13 
 .07 .13 .12 -.09-.35 .14 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 372 3 .20 .06 .33 .00 .22-.43 .33-.33 .34 .00 
 .20 .33 .00 .22-.43 .34 .00 
      Context: Research 425 3 .13 .12 .23 .12 .00-.45 .08-.38 .24 .12 
 .13 .23 .12 .00-.45 .24 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All 1,634 5 .13 .08 .24 .08 .11-.37 .14-.35 .25 .09 
 .17 .31 .06 .16-.45 .32 .06 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 973 1 .09 -- .17 -- .06-.29 ----- .18 -- 
 .09 .17 -- -.02-.36 .18 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 147 1 .06 -- .12 -- -.20-.41 ----- .12 -- 
 .06 .12 -- -.20-.41 .12 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,634 5 .13 .08 .24 .08 .11-.37 .14-.35 .25 .09 
 .17 .30 .07 .15-.44 .31 .07 
      Age: Below 40 146 1 .17 -- .31 -- .02-.57 ----- .32 -- 
 .17 .31 -- -.04-.62 .32 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,266 3 .10 .03 .18 .00 .11-.25 .18-.18 .19 .00 
 .11 .19 .00 .08-.30 .20 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 368 2 .26 .05 .42 .00 .32-.52 .42-.42 .44 .00 
 .26 .42 .00 .32-.52 .44 .00 
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      Context: Research 1,634 5 .13 .08 .24 .08 .11-.36 .14-.34 .25 .08 
 .17 .30 .05 .15-.43 .31 .05 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
        
All 879 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.17-.07 ----- -.06 -- 
 -.03 -.05 -- -.29-.19 -.06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 879 1 -.03 -- -.06 -- -.18-.07 ----- -.06 -- 
 -.03 -.06 -- -.25-.14 -.06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 879 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.17-.07 ----- -.06 -- 
 -.03 -.05 -- -.27-.16 -.06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 879 1 -.03 -- -.06 -- -.18-.07 ----- -.06 -- 
 -.03 -.06 -- -.30-.19 -.06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 879 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.17-.06 ----- -.06 -- 
 -.03 -.05 -- -.27-.17 -.06 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All 1,139 4 .07 .10 .13 .13 -.04-.30 -.04-.30 .14 .13 
 .13 .23 .14 .00-.44 .24 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 992 3 .06 .09 .10 .14 -.10-.30 -.07-.28 .11 .14 
 .08 .15 .19 -.14-.43 .16 .20 
      Complexity: Medium 147 1 .18 -- .34 -- .04-.59 ----- .35 -- 
 .18 .34 -- .04-.59 .35 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,139 4 .07 .10 .13 .13 -.04-.30 -.04-.30 .14 .13 
 .12 .21 .14 -.01-.42 .22 .15 
      Age: Below 40 89 2 .26 .20 .46 .17 -.03-.83 .24-.68 .47 .17 
 .26 .46 .17 -.03-.83 .47 .17 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,139 4 .07 .10 .13 .13 -.04-.30 -.04-.30 .14 .14 
 .13 .23 .14 .00-.45 .24 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,109 3 .07 .10 .13 .15 -.08-.33 -.07-.32 .13 .16 
 .13 .22 .18 -.05-.48 .23 .19 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
        
All 206 2 .23 .12 .41 .00 .13-.65 .41-.41 .42 .00 
 .23 .41 .00 .13-.65 .42 .00 
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Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 59 1 .36 -- .62 -- .25-.88 ----- .64 -- 
 .36 .62 -- .25-.88 .64 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 147 1 .18 -- .34 -- .04-.59 ----- .35 -- 
 .18 .34 -- .04-.59 .35 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 206 2 .23 .12 .41 .00 .13-.65 .41-.41 .42 .00 
 .23 .41 .00 .13-.65 .42 .00 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 .36 -- .61 -- .25-.88 ----- .63 -- 
 .36 .61 -- .25-.88 .63 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 206 2 .23 .12 .41 .00 .13-.65 .41-.41 .43 .00 
 .23 .41 .00 .13-.65 .43 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 206 2 .23 .12 .40 .00 .13-.64 .40-.40 .41 .00 
 .23 .40 .00 .13-.64 .41 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
        
All 993 2 .00 .01 .01 .00 -.03-.04 .01-.01 .01 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 993 2 .00 .01 .01 .00 -.03-.04 .01-.01 .01 .00 
 .01 .01 .00 -.05-.07 .01 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 993 2 .00 .01 .01 .00 -.03-.04 .01-.01 .01 .00 
 .01 .01 .00 -.05-.08 .01 .00 
      Age: Below 40 30 1 .06 -- .11 -- -.53-.70 ----- .12 -- 
 .06 .11 -- -.53-.70 .12 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 993 2 .00 .01 .01 .00 -.03-.04 .01-.01 .01 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 963 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.11-.12 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.22-.22 .00 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
        
All 952 1 .15 -- .27 -- .16-.38 ----- .28 -- 
 .15 .27 -- .04-.48 .28 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 952 1 .15 -- .28 -- .16-.38 ----- .29 -- 
 .15 .28 -- .09-.45 .29 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 952 1 .15 -- .27 -- .16-.38 ----- .28 -- 
 .15 .27 -- .06-.46 .28 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 952 1 .15 -- .27 -- .16-.38 ----- .28 -- 
 .15 .27 -- .03-.49 .28 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 952 1 .15 -- .26 -- .16-.37 ----- .27 -- 
 .15 .26 -- .05-.46 .27 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 882 4 .11 .10 .23 .14 .01-.43 .05-.41 .24 .14 
 .10 .22 .16 -.03-.44 .23 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 514 2 .11 .01 .25 .00 .23-.27 .25-.25 .25 .00 
 .11 .25 .00 .23-.27 .26 .00 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .19 -- .41 -- .16-.62 ----- .42 -- 
 .19 .41 -- -.01-.73 .42 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 642 2 .14 .06 .31 .00 .15-.47 .31-.31 .32 .00 
 .14 .31 .00 .15-.47 .32 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 240 2 .01 .16 .02 .27 -.41-.45 -.32-.36 .02 .27 
 .01 .02 .27 -.41-.45 .02 .27 
      Age: Below 40 627 3 .07 .11 .16 .15 -.10-.40 -.04-.35 .16 .16 
 .04 .09 .17 -.23-.39 .09 .18 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 882 4 .11 .10 .23 .14 .01-.43 .05-.41 .24 .14 
 .10 .22 .16 -.03-.45 .22 .17 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 882 4 .11 .10 .23 .14 .01-.44 .06-.41 .24 .14 
 .10 .23 .16 -.01-.45 .24 .16 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 882 4 .11 .10 .23 .14 .01-.43 .05-.41 .24 .14 
 .10 .22 .16 -.03-.44 .23 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 514 2 .11 .01 .25 .00 .23-.27 .25-.25 .25 .00 
 .11 .25 .00 .23-.27 .26 .00 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .19 -- .41 -- .16-.62 ----- .42 -- 
 .19 .41 -- -.01-.73 .42 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 642 2 .14 .06 .31 .00 .15-.47 .31-.31 .32 .00 
 .14 .31 .00 .15-.47 .32 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 240 2 .01 .16 .02 .27 -.41-.45 -.32-.36 .02 .27 
 .01 .02 .27 -.41-.45 .02 .27 
      Age: Below 40 627 3 .07 .11 .16 .15 -.10-.40 -.04-.35 .16 .16 
 .04 .09 .17 -.23-.39 .09 .18 
  572 
 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 882 4 .11 .10 .23 .14 .01-.43 .05-.41 .24 .14 
 .10 .22 .16 -.03-.45 .22 .17 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 882 4 .11 .10 .23 .14 .01-.44 .06-.41 .24 .14 
 .10 .23 .16 -.01-.45 .24 .16 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 299 3 .18 .07 .37 .00 .22-.51 .37-.37 .38 .00 
 .18 .37 .00 .22-.51 .38 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 299 3 .18 .07 .39 .00 .23-.53 .39-.39 .40 .00 
 .18 .39 .00 .23-.53 .40 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 299 3 .18 .07 .37 .00 .22-.51 .37-.37 .38 .00 
 .18 .37 .00 .22-.51 .38 .00 
      Age: Below 40 86 1 .16 -- .33 -- -.10-.68 ----- .34 -- 
 .16 .33 -- -.10-.68 .34 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 213 2 .19 .09 .39 .00 .14-.61 .39-.39 .40 .00 
 .19 .39 .00 .14-.61 .40 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 86 1 .16 -- .30 -- -.09-.64 ----- .31 -- 
 .16 .30 -- -.09-.64 .31 -- 
      Context: Research 213 2 .19 .09 .38 .00 .14-.59 .38-.38 .39 .00 
 .19 .38 .00 .14-.59 .39 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
      
All 299 3 .18 .07 .37 .00 .22-.51 .37-.37 .38 .00 
 .18 .37 .00 .22-.51 .38 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 299 3 .18 .07 .39 .00 .23-.53 .39-.39 .40 .00 
 .18 .39 .00 .23-.53 .40 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 299 3 .18 .07 .37 .00 .22-.51 .37-.37 .38 .00 
 .18 .37 .00 .22-.51 .38 .00 
      Age: Below 40 86 1 .16 -- .33 -- -.10-.68 ----- .34 -- 
 .16 .33 -- -.10-.68 .34 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 213 2 .19 .09 .39 .00 .14-.61 .39-.39 .40 .00 
 .19 .39 .00 .14-.61 .40 .00 
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      Clerical Job: Yes 86 1 .16 -- .30 -- -.09-.64 ----- .31 -- 
 .16 .30 -- -.09-.64 .31 -- 
      Context: Research 213 2 .19 .09 .38 .00 .14-.59 .38-.38 .39 .00 
 .19 .38 .00 .14-.59 .39 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All 86 1 .16 -- .32 -- -.10-.68 ----- .33 -- 
 .16 .32 -- -.10-.68 .33 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 86 1 .16 -- .34 -- -.10-.70 ----- .35 -- 
 .16 .34 -- -.10-.70 .35 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .16 -- .32 -- -.10-.68 ----- .33 -- 
 .16 .32 -- -.10-.68 .33 -- 
      Age: Below 40 86 1 .16 -- .33 -- -.10-.68 ----- .34 -- 
 .16 .33 -- -.10-.68 .34 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 86 1 .16 -- .30 -- -.09-.64 ----- .31 -- 
 .16 .30 -- -.09-.64 .31 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
      
All 5,961 6 .26 .11 .50 .03 .34-.64 .46-.53 .51 .03 
 .17 .33 .07 .17-.48 .34 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .11 .08 .21 .09 .03-.38 .10-.32 .22 .09 
 .12 .23 .09 .03-.42 .24 .10 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .15 -- .31 -- .06-.52 ----- .32 -- 
 .15 .31 -- -.10-.64 .32 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 4,712 3 .30 .09 .57 .00 .40-.71 .57-.57 .58 .00 
 .23 .46 .12 .18-.68 .47 .12 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .11 .08 .20 .09 .03-.37 .09-.32 .21 .09 
 .13 .24 .10 .03-.43 .25 .10 
      Age: Below 40 418 1 .11 -- .23 -- .03-.41 ----- .23 -- 
 .11 .23 -- -.18-.58 .23 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 5,961 6 .26 .11 .50 .03 .34-.64 .46-.54 .51 .03 
 .17 .33 .07 .17-.48 .34 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,922 5 .12 .06 .22 .00 .12-.32 .22-.22 .23 .00 
 .13 .25 .00 .13-.37 .26 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
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All 5,961 6 .26 .11 .50 .00 .34-.64 .50-.50 .51 .00 
 .17 .34 .08 .18-.49 .35 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .12 .09 .22 .10 .03-.40 .09-.36 .23 .11 
 .13 .25 .11 .03-.45 .26 .12 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .15 -- .31 -- .06-.52 ----- .32 -- 
 .15 .31 -- -.10-.64 .32 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 4,712 3 .30 .09 .57 .00 .40-.71 .57-.57 .58 .00 
 .23 .46 .12 .18-.68 .47 .12 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .12 .09 .22 .11 .03-.39 .08-.35 .22 .11 
 .14 .26 .12 .03-.46 .26 .12 
      Age: Below 40 418 1 .11 -- .23 -- .03-.41 ----- .23 -- 
 .11 .23 -- -.18-.58 .23 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 5,961 6 .26 .11 .50 .00 .34-.64 .50-.50 .51 .00 
 .17 .34 .07 .18-.49 .35 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,922 5 .12 .07 .23 .00 .12-.34 .23-.23 .24 .00 
 .14 .26 .00 .13-.38 .27 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
     
All 1,249 3 .11 .08 .19 .07 .03-.34 .10-.28 .20 .08 
 .13 .23 .07 .04-.42 .24 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .11 .08 .20 .07 .03-.35 .11-.28 .20 .07 
 .12 .22 .08 .03-.39 .22 .08 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .11 .08 .19 .07 .03-.34 .10-.28 .20 .08 
 .12 .22 .08 .03-.40 .23 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 .11 .08 .19 .07 .03-.35 .10-.29 .20 .08 
 .13 .24 .07 .04-.42 .25 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,249 3 .11 .08 .19 .07 .03-.34 .10-.27 .19 .07 
 .13 .22 .07 .04-.40 .23 .07 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 50 1 .26 -- .38 -- .00-.68 ----- .40 -- 
 .26 .38 -- .00-.68 .40 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 50 1 .26 -- .38 -- .00-.68 ----- .40 -- 
 .26 .38 -- .00-.68 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 50 1 .26 -- .38 -- .00-.68 ----- .40 -- 
 .26 .38 -- .00-.68 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 50 1 .26 -- .38 -- .00-.68 ----- .40 -- 
 .26 .38 -- .00-.68 .40 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 50 1 .26 -- .38 -- .00-.68 ----- .40 -- 
 .26 .38 -- .00-.68 .40 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A3 
Predictive Validity for g and Overall Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 32,976 233 .15 .14 .28 .18 .25-.32 .06-.51 .29 .18 
 .18 .34 .16 .30-.38 .35 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 5,778 49 .15 .16 .29 .22 .21-.37 .02-.57 .30 .22 
 .17 .32 .21 .24-.40 .33 .22 
      Complexity: Medium 7,967 63 .15 .14 .30 .19 .22-.37 .06-.53 .31 .19 
 .17 .33 .18 .24-.40 .34 .19 
      Complexity: Low 7,985 71 .17 .13 .31 .11 .23-.38 .17-.45 .32 .11 
 .18 .32 .09 .23-.41 .34 .10 
      Sample Type: USES 4,894 90 .22 .17 .43 .16 .37-.49 .23-.63 .46 .17 
 .22 .44 .16 .37-.50 .46 .17 
      Sample Type: Military 16,042 31 .09 .08 .17 .11 .11-.24 .04-.31 .18 .11 
 .10 .19 .12 .11-.26 .19 .12 
      Sample Type: Civilian 12,040 112 .20 .14 .35 .14 .31-.40 .18-.53 .37 .14 
 .21 .37 .12 .32-.42 .38 .13 
      Age: Below 40 14,752 112 .15 .14 .30 .18 .25-.35 .07-.53 .31 .18 
 .22 .43 .13 .37-.49 .44 .14 
      Age: 40 and above 1,500 17 .15 .14 .29 .15 .16-.41 .10-.49 .30 .16 
 .15 .29 .16 .16-.41 .31 .16 
      Clerical Job: No 30,402 210 .14 .13 .27 .17 .23-.31 .05-.49 .28 .18 
 .18 .33 .16 .28-.37 .34 .17 
      Clerical Job: Yes 2,574 23 .24 .14 .42 .10 .33-.51 .29-.56 .44 .11 
 .26 .44 .09 .35-.54 .46 .10 
      Context: Research 17,611 159 .16 .14 .31 .17 .27-.35 .09-.53 .32 .18 
 .19 .35 .16 .30-.39 .36 .16 
      Context: Admin. 4,146 17 .17 .11 .29 .13 .16-.42 .13-.46 .30 .13 
 .16 .26 .13 .12-.41 .27 .14 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 5,778 49 .15 .16 .29 .22 .21-.37 .02-.57 .30 .22 
 .17 .32 .21 .24-.40 .33 .22 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .27 .20 .54 .19 .28-.73 .29-.78 .57 .21 
 .29 .57 .18 .31-.76 .60 .19 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .27 .20 .54 .19 .28-.73 .29-.78 .57 .21 
 .29 .57 .18 .31-.76 .61 .19 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .20 .16 .42 .09 .16-.63 .31-.54 .45 .09 
 .21 .45 .09 .17-.66 .47 .09 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .49 .19 .82 .00 .47-1.00 .82-.82 .87 .00 
 .49 .82 .00 .47-1.00 .87 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .24 .19 .49 .21 .17-.73 .22-.76 .52 .22 
 .26 .52 .21 .19-.76 .55 .22 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,365 7 .03 .07 .07 .00 -.05-.18 .07-.07 .07 .00 
 .03 .07 .00 -.05-.18 .07 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: No 1,365 7 .03 .07 .07 .00 -.05-.18 .07-.07 .07 .00 
 .03 .07 .00 -.05-.18 .07 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 618 4 .04 .09 .08 .06 -.10-.26 .01-.15 .08 .06 
 .02 .04 .00 -.16-.24 .04 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 493 2 .00 .07 .00 .07 -.21-.20 -.09-.08 -.01 .07 
 .00 .00 .07 -.21-.20 -.01 .07 
            Sample Type: Civilian 3,977 34 .18 .15 .33 .19 .24-.42 .10-.57 .35 .19 
 .22 .40 .15 .31-.48 .41 .15 
                  Age: Below 40 648 7 .23 .15 .41 .14 .22-.59 .24-.59 .43 .14 
 .23 .41 .14 .22-.59 .43 .14 
                  Age: 40 and above 442 5 .16 .14 .29 .14 .06-.50 .11-.47 .30 .14 
 .15 .27 .15 .02-.50 .28 .15 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,977 34 .18 .15 .33 .19 .24-.42 .10-.57 .35 .19 
 .22 .40 .15 .31-.48 .41 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 3,243 23 .17 .14 .31 .17 .21-.41 .09-.53 .32 .18 
 .21 .38 .12 .28-.48 .40 .12 
                  Context: Admin. 201 2 .16 .16 .30 .20 -.11-.65 .05-.56 .31 .21 
 .16 .30 .20 -.11-.65 .31 .21 
      Complexity: Medium 7,967 63 .15 .14 .30 .19 .22-.37 .06-.53 .31 .19 
 .17 .33 .18 .24-.40 .34 .19 
            Sample Type: USES 1,176 25 .29 .15 .54 .00 .44-.63 .54-.54 .57 .00 
 .29 .54 .00 .44-.63 .57 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,109 24 .30 .15 .56 .00 .46-.64 .56-.56 .59 .00 
 .30 .56 .00 .46-.64 .59 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .11 -- .22 -- -.25-.63 ----- .23 -- 
 .11 .22 -- -.25-.63 .23 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,094 23 .30 .15 .55 .00 .45-.64 .55-.55 .59 .00 
 .30 .55 .00 .45-.64 .59 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .17 .02 .33 .00 .27-.39 .33-.33 .35 .00 
 .17 .33 .00 .27-.39 .35 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,059 23 .31 .14 .56 .00 .47-.65 .56-.56 .60 .00 
 .31 .56 .00 .47-.65 .60 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 3,964 11 .08 .07 .16 .08 .07-.25 .05-.27 .17 .09 
 .08 .16 .08 .07-.25 .17 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 1,106 3 .13 .03 .27 .00 .21-.33 .27-.27 .27 .00 
 .13 .27 .00 .21-.33 .27 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,113 8 .06 .06 .12 .05 .03-.20 .05-.18 .12 .05 
 .06 .12 .05 .03-.20 .12 .05 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 851 3 .16 .06 .32 .00 .18-.45 .32-.32 .33 .00 
 .16 .32 .00 .18-.45 .33 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,297 5 .07 .08 .14 .12 .00-.28 -.01-.29 .15 .12 
 .07 .15 .12 .00-.28 .15 .12 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,827 27 .20 .15 .36 .17 .23-.48 .15-.57 .37 .17 
 .20 .36 .18 .23-.49 .38 .18 
                  Age: Below 40 981 8 .22 .17 .41 .21 .20-.60 .15-.68 .43 .21 
 .23 .42 .22 .19-.62 .44 .23 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,358 21 .20 .15 .35 .17 .20-.49 .13-.57 .36 .18 
 .20 .35 .18 .20-.49 .36 .19 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 469 6 .22 .17 .42 .16 .17-.63 .21-.62 .43 .17 
 .22 .42 .16 .17-.63 .43 .17 
                  Context: Research 1,735 13 .22 .13 .38 .12 .22-.53 .23-.53 .40 .12 
 .22 .38 .13 .21-.55 .40 .13 
                  Context: Admin. 333 4 .07 .16 .14 .20 -.16-.42 -.13-.40 .14 .21 
 .07 .14 .20 -.16-.42 .14 .21 
      Complexity: Low 7,985 71 .17 .13 .31 .11 .23-.38 .17-.45 .32 .11 
 .18 .32 .09 .23-.41 .34 .10 
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            Sample Type: USES 2,971 50 .18 .16 .35 .13 .27-.43 .18-.52 .37 .14 
 .18 .35 .13 .27-.43 .38 .14 
                  Age: Below 40 2,266 41 .18 .16 .35 .11 .26-.44 .21-.50 .37 .12 
 .18 .35 .11 .26-.44 .38 .12 
                  Age: 40 and above 705 9 .18 .17 .35 .21 .14-.54 .09-.62 .37 .22 
 .18 .35 .21 .13-.54 .37 .23 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,971 50 .18 .16 .35 .13 .27-.43 .18-.52 .37 .14 
 .18 .35 .13 .27-.43 .38 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,864 48 .18 .16 .35 .14 .27-.43 .18-.53 .37 .15 
 .18 .36 .14 .27-.44 .38 .15 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 3,460 8 .15 .09 .23 .09 .09-.37 .12-.34 .24 .09 
 .16 .24 .07 .10-.38 .25 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 368 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.05-.37 ----- .17 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.05-.37 .17 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,460 8 .15 .09 .23 .09 .09-.37 .12-.34 .24 .09 
 .16 .24 .07 .10-.38 .25 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,517 3 .09 .08 .19 .12 .01-.36 .04-.34 .20 .12 
 .09 .19 .07 .01-.36 .19 .07 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .21 .12 .29 .09 .13-.44 .17-.41 .30 .10 
 .21 .29 .09 .13-.44 .30 .10 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,554 13 .19 .10 .37 .00 .27-.46 .37-.37 .38 .00 
 .19 .35 .00 .23-.46 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 984 5 .23 .07 .43 .00 .33-.52 .43-.43 .44 .00 
 .24 .44 .00 .31-.56 .46 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 203 1 .14 -- .27 -- .01-.50 ----- .28 -- 
 .14 .27 -- -.25-.69 .28 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,380 10 .19 .10 .35 .00 .24-.46 .35-.35 .37 .00 
 .17 .33 .00 .19-.45 .34 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 174 3 .25 .12 .46 .00 .23-.66 .46-.46 .48 .00 
 .25 .46 .00 .23-.66 .48 .00 
                  Context: Research 734 6 .20 .11 .37 .00 .21-.52 .37-.37 .39 .00 
 .19 .36 .00 .18-.53 .38 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 576 3 .19 .08 .36 .00 .20-.51 .36-.36 .38 .00 
 .19 .36 .00 .20-.51 .38 .00 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All 9,195 54 .15 .12 .27 .14 .21-.34 .09-.46 .28 .15 
 .16 .29 .14 .22-.35 .30 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 3,047 15 .07 .11 .13 .15 .03-.24 -.06-.33 .14 .16 
 .08 .15 .17 .03-.27 .15 .18 
      Complexity: Medium 3,086 18 .17 .10 .31 .07 .20-.41 .21-.40 .32 .08 
 .17 .31 .09 .19-.42 .32 .09 
      Complexity: Low 1,223 6 .17 .11 .33 .12 .16-.49 .17-.49 .34 .13 
 .12 .24 .00 .06-.41 .25 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 173 3 .22 .22 .43 .29 -.06-.78 .06-.80 .46 .31 
 .22 .43 .29 -.06-.78 .46 .31 
      Sample Type: Military 2,735 10 .08 .07 .17 .06 .08-.26 .09-.25 .18 .06 
 .08 .17 .06 .08-.26 .18 .06 
      Sample Type: Civilian 6,287 41 .18 .12 .31 .13 .24-.38 .14-.48 .32 .13 
 .19 .33 .11 .26-.40 .34 .11 
      Age: Below 40 4,029 21 .20 .10 .36 .00 .28-.45 .36-.36 .37 .00 
 .22 .39 .00 .29-.50 .41 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 462 4 .10 .10 .20 .05 .01-.38 .14-.26 .21 .05 
 .10 .19 .05 -.01-.39 .20 .05 
      Clerical Job: No 8,055 47 .15 .12 .27 .15 .20-.34 .08-.46 .28 .15 
 .16 .28 .15 .21-.35 .29 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,140 7 .18 .11 .31 .06 .18-.44 .23-.39 .32 .06 
 .19 .32 .04 .18-.46 .33 .05 
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      Context: Research 5,167 32 .16 .13 .28 .15 .19-.36 .09-.47 .29 .15 
 .18 .32 .13 .23-.40 .33 .13 
      Context: Admin. 1,635 12 .13 .15 .26 .22 .09-.41 -.02-.54 .27 .23 
 .11 .23 .21 .06-.39 .24 .22 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 3,047 15 .07 .11 .13 .15 .03-.24 -.06-.33 .14 .16 
 .08 .15 .17 .03-.27 .15 .18 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,261 6 .04 .08 .09 .10 -.06-.23 -.04-.21 .09 .10 
 .04 .09 .10 -.06-.23 .09 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,261 6 .04 .08 .09 .10 -.06-.23 -.04-.21 .09 .10 
 .04 .09 .10 -.06-.23 .09 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 514 3 .04 .10 .08 .13 -.16-.32 -.09-.25 .09 .14 
 .02 .04 .14 -.24-.31 .04 .14 
                  Context: Admin. 493 2 .00 .07 .00 .07 -.21-.20 -.09-.08 -.01 .07 
 .00 .00 .07 -.21-.20 -.01 .07 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,786 9 .09 .12 .16 .18 .01-.31 -.07-.39 .17 .19 
 .13 .24 .21 .05-.41 .24 .21 
                  Age: Below 40 435 4 .24 .14 .43 .09 .20-.63 .32-.55 .45 .09 
 .24 .43 .09 .20-.63 .45 .09 
                  Age: 40 and above 176 2 .14 .10 .26 .00 -.01-.49 .26-.26 .26 .00 
 .12 .22 .00 -.09-.50 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,786 9 .09 .12 .16 .18 .01-.31 -.07-.39 .17 .19 
 .13 .24 .21 .05-.41 .24 .21 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,585 7 .08 .12 .14 .18 -.03-.31 -.09-.38 .15 .19 
 .11 .21 .23 -.01-.42 .22 .24 
                  Context: Admin. 201 2 .16 .16 .30 .20 -.11-.65 .05-.56 .31 .21 
 .16 .30 .20 -.11-.65 .31 .21 
      Complexity: Medium 3,086 18 .17 .10 .31 .07 .20-.41 .21-.40 .32 .08 
 .17 .31 .09 .19-.42 .32 .09 
            Sample Type: USES 173 3 .22 .22 .42 .29 -.06-.77 .05-.79 .45 .30 
 .22 .42 .29 -.06-.77 .45 .30 
                  Age: Below 40 173 3 .22 .22 .42 .29 -.06-.77 .05-.79 .45 .30 
 .22 .42 .29 -.06-.77 .45 .30 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 173 3 .22 .22 .42 .29 -.06-.77 .05-.79 .45 .30 
 .22 .42 .29 -.06-.77 .45 .30 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 118 2 .31 .20 .57 .20 .07-.89 .32-.82 .60 .21 
 .31 .57 .20 .07-.89 .60 .21 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,106 3 .13 .03 .27 .00 .21-.33 .27-.27 .27 .00 
 .13 .27 .00 .21-.33 .27 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,106 3 .13 .03 .27 .00 .21-.33 .27-.27 .27 .00 
 .13 .27 .00 .21-.33 .27 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 726 2 .15 .01 .30 .00 .28-.32 .30-.30 .31 .00 
 .15 .30 .00 .28-.32 .31 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 380 1 .10 -- .21 -- .00-.40 ----- .21 -- 
 .10 .21 -- .00-.40 .21 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,807 12 .18 .11 .32 .10 .16-.47 .19-.45 .33 .10 
 .18 .31 .12 .15-.47 .33 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 705 4 .21 .09 .39 .00 .23-.54 .39-.39 .41 .00 
 .22 .40 .00 .23-.56 .42 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,426 8 .19 .11 .32 .12 .13-.50 .16-.47 .33 .13 
 .19 .31 .14 .11-.51 .33 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 381 4 .17 .14 .32 .12 .07-.55 .18-.47 .33 .12 
 .17 .32 .12 .07-.55 .33 .12 
                  Context: Research 1,243 6 .22 .07 .38 .00 .22-.53 .38-.38 .39 .00 
 .23 .38 .00 .21-.54 .40 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 333 4 .07 .16 .14 .20 -.16-.42 -.13-.40 .14 .21 
 .07 .14 .20 -.16-.42 .14 .21 
      Complexity: Low 1,223 6 .17 .11 .33 .12 .16-.49 .17-.49 .34 .13 
 .12 .24 .00 .06-.41 .25 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 368 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.05-.37 ----- .17 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.06-.38 .17 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 368 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.05-.37 ----- .17 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.05-.37 .17 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 368 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.05-.37 ----- .17 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.06-.38 .17 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 855 5 .21 .11 .39 .08 .21-.55 .29-.49 .41 .08 
 .15 .28 .04 .07-.48 .29 .05 
                  Age: Below 40 529 1 .28 -- .51 -- .38-.63 ----- .53 -- 
 .28 .51 -- .25-.72 .53 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 203 1 .14 -- .27 -- .01-.50 ----- .28 -- 
 .14 .27 -- -.25-.69 .28 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 855 5 .21 .11 .39 .08 .21-.55 .29-.49 .41 .08 
 .15 .29 .05 .08-.48 .30 .05 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 279 2 .11 .08 .21 .00 .01-.40 .21-.21 .22 .00 
 .09 .17 .00 -.06-.38 .17 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 576 3 .26 .10 .47 .00 .28-.64 .47-.47 .49 .00 
 .26 .47 .00 .28-.64 .49 .00 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
        
All 23,834 169 .14 .14 .28 .18 .23-.32 .04-.51 .29 .19 
 .19 .35 .17 .29-.40 .36 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 2,795 32 .21 .15 .39 .12 .30-.47 .23-.55 .40 .13 
 .21 .39 .12 .30-.47 .40 .13 
      Complexity: Medium 4,658 42 .13 .16 .27 .23 .18-.36 -.02-.56 .28 .24 
 .16 .31 .23 .21-.41 .33 .24 
      Complexity: Low 7,179 64 .17 .13 .31 .11 .23-.39 .16-.46 .32 .12 
 .19 .33 .10 .24-.43 .35 .10 
      Sample Type: USES 4,721 87 .22 .17 .43 .16 .37-.49 .23-.63 .46 .16 
 .22 .44 .16 .37-.50 .46 .17 
      Sample Type: Military 13,561 22 .09 .08 .17 .12 .09-.25 .03-.32 .18 .12 
 .10 .19 .13 .09-.29 .20 .14 
      Sample Type: Civilian 5,552 60 .21 .14 .37 .13 .31-.43 .20-.54 .38 .14 
 .21 .38 .13 .31-.44 .39 .14 
      Age: Below 40 11,252 92 .14 .15 .28 .20 .22-.34 .02-.54 .29 .21 
 .23 .44 .17 .37-.50 .45 .17 
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      Age: 40 and above 1,038 13 .17 .16 .33 .18 .17-.48 .11-.55 .35 .18 
 .17 .33 .18 .17-.48 .35 .18 
      Clerical Job: No 22,486 155 .14 .13 .26 .17 .21-.31 .04-.48 .27 .18 
 .18 .33 .16 .27-.39 .34 .17 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,348 14 .29 .15 .50 .09 .38-.62 .40-.61 .52 .09 
 .30 .52 .07 .39-.64 .54 .08 
      Context: Research 12,550 128 .16 .15 .32 .19 .27-.37 .08-.56 .33 .19 
 .18 .36 .17 .31-.40 .37 .18 
      Context: Admin. 3,040 6 .20 .09 .33 .02 .19-.47 .30-.36 .34 .03 
 .20 .31 .05 .16-.46 .32 .05 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 2,795 32 .21 .15 .39 .12 .30-.47 .23-.55 .40 .13 
 .21 .39 .12 .30-.47 .40 .13 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .27 .20 .54 .19 .28-.73 .29-.78 .57 .21 
 .29 .57 .18 .31-.76 .60 .19 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .27 .20 .54 .19 .28-.73 .29-.78 .57 .21 
 .29 .57 .18 .31-.76 .61 .19 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .20 .16 .42 .09 .16-.63 .31-.54 .45 .09 
 .21 .45 .09 .17-.66 .47 .09 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .49 .19 .82 .00 .47-1.00 .82-.82 .87 .00 
 .49 .82 .00 .47-1.00 .87 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .24 .19 .49 .21 .17-.73 .22-.76 .52 .22 
 .26 .52 .21 .19-.76 .55 .22 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 358 2 .05 .02 .10 .00 .05-.15 .10-.10 .10 .00 
 .05 .10 .00 .05-.15 .10 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 358 2 .05 .02 .10 .00 .05-.15 .10-.10 .10 .00 
 .05 .10 .00 .05-.15 .10 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 104 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.35-.45 ----- .06 -- 
 .03 .06 -- -.35-.45 .06 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,001 22 .22 .13 .40 .02 .31-.49 .37-.42 .41 .02 
 .22 .40 .00 .31-.49 .42 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 213 3 .21 .21 .38 .26 -.05-.72 .04-.71 .39 .27 
 .21 .38 .26 -.05-.72 .39 .27 
                  Age: 40 and above 266 3 .17 .19 .32 .25 -.07-.65 .00-.64 .33 .26 
 .16 .30 .26 -.11-.64 .31 .27 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,001 22 .22 .13 .40 .02 .31-.49 .37-.42 .41 .02 
 .22 .40 .00 .31-.49 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,764 17 .24 .12 .43 .00 .34-.52 .43-.43 .45 .00 
 .25 .44 .00 .35-.53 .46 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 4,658 42 .13 .16 .27 .23 .18-.36 -.02-.56 .28 .24 
 .16 .31 .23 .21-.41 .33 .24 
            Sample Type: USES 1,003 22 .31 .14 .56 .00 .47-.64 .56-.56 .59 .00 
 .31 .56 .00 .47-.64 .59 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 936 21 .32 .13 .58 .00 .49-.66 .58-.58 .61 .00 
 .32 .58 .00 .49-.66 .61 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .11 -- .22 -- -.25-.63 ----- .23 -- 
 .11 .22 -- -.25-.63 .23 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 921 20 .32 .14 .58 .00 .48-.66 .58-.58 .61 .00 
 .32 .58 .00 .48-.66 .61 .00 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .17 .02 .33 .00 .27-.39 .33-.33 .35 .00 
 .17 .33 .00 .27-.39 .35 .00 
                  Context: Research 941 21 .31 .14 .56 .00 .46-.65 .56-.56 .60 .00 
 .31 .56 .00 .46-.65 .60 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 2,858 8 .06 .07 .12 .10 .01-.22 -.01-.25 .12 .10 
 .06 .12 .10 .01-.22 .12 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,387 6 .03 .03 .06 .00 .01-.11 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .03 .06 .00 .01-.11 .06 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 471 2 .20 .00 .40 .00 .40-.40 .40-.40 .41 .00 
 .20 .40 .00 .40-.40 .41 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,297 5 .07 .08 .14 .12 .00-.28 -.01-.29 .15 .12 
 .07 .15 .12 .00-.28 .15 .12 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 797 12 .20 .21 .37 .27 .15-.56 .02-.71 .38 .28 
 .20 .37 .27 .15-.56 .38 .28 
                  Age: Below 40 276 4 .25 .32 .46 .46 -.11-.86 -.12-1.00 .48 .47 
 .25 .46 .46 -.11-.86 .48 .47 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 753 11 .18 .20 .34 .26 .11-.54 .00-.67 .35 .27 
 .18 .34 .26 .11-.54 .35 .27 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 44 1 .50 -- .79 -- .48-.99 ----- .82 -- 
 .50 .79 -- .48-.99 .82 -- 
                  Context: Research 492 7 .21 .23 .39 .30 .08-.65 .01-.78 .41 .31 
 .21 .39 .30 .08-.65 .41 .31 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 7,179 64 .17 .13 .31 .11 .23-.39 .16-.46 .32 .12 
 .19 .33 .10 .24-.43 .35 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 2,971 50 .18 .16 .35 .13 .27-.43 .18-.52 .37 .14 
 .18 .35 .13 .27-.43 .38 .14 
                  Age: Below 40 2,266 41 .18 .16 .35 .11 .26-.44 .21-.50 .37 .12 
 .18 .35 .11 .26-.44 .38 .12 
                  Age: 40 and above 705 9 .18 .17 .35 .21 .14-.54 .09-.62 .37 .22 
 .18 .35 .21 .13-.54 .37 .23 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,971 50 .18 .16 .35 .13 .27-.43 .18-.52 .37 .14 
 .18 .35 .13 .27-.43 .38 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,864 48 .18 .16 .35 .14 .27-.43 .18-.53 .37 .15 
 .18 .36 .14 .27-.44 .38 .15 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 3,092 7 .15 .10 .24 .11 .07-.41 .11-.38 .25 .11 
 .16 .25 .09 .09-.41 .26 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,092 7 .15 .10 .24 .11 .07-.41 .11-.38 .25 .11 
 .16 .25 .09 .09-.41 .26 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,517 3 .09 .08 .19 .12 .01-.36 .04-.34 .20 .12 
 .09 .19 .07 .01-.36 .19 .07 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .21 .12 .29 .09 .13-.44 .17-.41 .30 .10 
 .21 .29 .09 .13-.44 .30 .10 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,116 7 .20 .09 .37 .00 .25-.48 .37-.37 .38 .00 
 .22 .41 .00 .28-.53 .43 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 984 5 .19 .09 .36 .00 .22-.50 .36-.36 .38 .00 
 .22 .41 .00 .25-.55 .43 .00 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 984 5 .19 .09 .36 .00 .22-.50 .36-.36 .38 .00 
 .22 .41 .00 .25-.56 .43 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 132 2 .23 .13 .42 .00 .08-.70 .42-.42 .43 .00 
 .23 .42 .00 .08-.70 .43 .00 
                  Context: Research 455 4 .26 .09 .47 .00 .31-.61 .47-.47 .49 .00 
 .25 .46 .00 .27-.62 .47 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .14 -- .27 -- .11-.42 ----- .28 -- 
 .14 .27 -- .11-.42 .28 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
       
All 866 14 .30 .17 .51 .13 .37-.64 .35-.67 .53 .13 
 .30 .51 .13 .37-.64 .53 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 326 5 .39 .19 .65 .11 .40-.84 .51-.79 .67 .11 
 .39 .65 .11 .40-.84 .67 .11 
      Complexity: Medium 223 3 .37 .09 .64 .00 .50-.76 .64-.64 .66 .00 
 .37 .64 .00 .50-.76 .66 .00 
      Complexity: Low 112 2 .14 .21 .26 .30 -.30-.73 -.12-.64 .27 .31 
 .14 .26 .30 -.30-.73 .27 .31 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 866 14 .30 .17 .51 .13 .37-.64 .35-.67 .53 .13 
 .30 .51 .13 .37-.64 .53 .13 
      Age: Below 40 30 1 -.07 -- -.13 -- -.71-.52 ----- -.14 -- 
 -.07 -.13 -- -.71-.52 -.14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 780 12 .29 .18 .50 .16 .34-.65 .30-.70 .52 .16 
 .29 .50 .16 .34-.65 .52 .16 
      Clerical Job: Yes 86 2 .38 .06 .59 .00 .47-.69 .59-.59 .61 .00 
 .38 .59 .00 .47-.69 .61 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 326 5 .39 .19 .65 .11 .40-.84 .51-.79 .67 .11 
 .39 .65 .11 .40-.84 .67 .11 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 326 5 .39 .19 .65 .11 .40-.84 .51-.79 .67 .11 
 .39 .65 .11 .40-.84 .67 .11 
                  Age: Below 40 30 1 -.07 -- -.13 -- -.72-.52 ----- -.14 -- 
 -.07 -.13 -- -.72-.52 -.14 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 326 5 .39 .19 .65 .11 .40-.84 .51-.79 .67 .11 
 .39 .65 .11 .40-.84 .67 .11 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 223 3 .37 .09 .64 .00 .50-.76 .64-.64 .66 .00 
 .37 .64 .00 .50-.76 .66 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 223 3 .37 .09 .64 .00 .50-.76 .64-.64 .66 .00 
 .37 .64 .00 .50-.76 .66 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 179 2 .36 .10 .63 .00 .40-.80 .63-.63 .65 .00 
 .36 .63 .00 .40-.80 .65 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 44 1 .41 -- .70 -- .31-.95 ----- .72 -- 
 .41 .70 -- .31-.95 .72 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 112 2 .14 .21 .26 .30 -.30-.73 -.12-.64 .27 .31 
 .14 .26 .30 -.30-.73 .27 .31 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 112 2 .14 .21 .26 .30 -.30-.73 -.12-.64 .27 .31 
 .14 .26 .30 -.30-.73 .27 .31 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 70 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.41-.47 ----- .04 -- 
 .02 .04 -- -.41-.47 .04 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 42 1 .33 -- .59 -- .11-.90 ----- .61 -- 
 .33 .59 -- .11-.90 .61 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 1,674 12 .07 .09 .13 .02 -.02-.28 .11-.15 .13 .02 
 .07 .13 .00 -.03-.29 .13 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 647 7 .01 .11 .03 .06 -.15-.21 -.05-.11 .03 .07 
 .01 .03 .06 -.16-.21 .03 .07 
      Complexity: Medium 739 2 .13 .00 .22 .00 -.01-.44 .22-.22 .23 .00 
 .13 .22 .00 -.02-.44 .23 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 500 2 -.02 .13 -.05 .24 -.42-.34 -.36-.27 -.05 .25 
 -.02 -.05 .24 -.42-.34 -.05 .25 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,174 10 .11 .06 .19 .00 .05-.33 .19-.19 .20 .00 
 .11 .19 .00 .05-.34 .20 .00 
      Age: Below 40 113 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.45-.27 ----- -.10 -- 
 -.05 -.09 -- -.47-.30 -.10 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 110 1 .10 -- .21 -- -.18-.56 ----- .22 -- 
 .10 .21 -- -.18-.56 .22 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,674 12 .07 .09 .13 .02 -.02-.28 .11-.15 .13 .02 
 .07 .13 .00 -.03-.29 .13 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,251 11 .05 .10 .10 .01 -.02-.22 .08-.11 .10 .01 
 .04 .09 .00 -.04-.22 .09 .00 
      Context: Admin. 423 1 .15 -- .22 -- -.01-.45 ----- .24 -- 
 .15 .22 -- -.01-.45 .24 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
  585 
 
All 1,629 9 .07 .09 .13 .10 -.04-.29 .00-.26 .13 .10 
 .07 .12 .11 -.06-.30 .13 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 602 4 .01 .12 .02 .20 -.25-.28 -.24-.27 .02 .21 
 .01 .02 .20 -.25-.28 .02 .21 
      Complexity: Medium 739 2 .13 .00 .22 .00 -.01-.44 .22-.22 .23 .00 
 .13 .22 .00 -.02-.44 .23 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 500 2 -.02 .13 -.05 .24 -.42-.34 -.36-.27 -.05 .25 
 -.02 -.05 .24 -.42-.34 -.05 .25 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,129 7 .11 .06 .19 .00 .03-.35 .19-.19 .20 .00 
 .11 .19 .00 .03-.36 .20 .00 
      Age: Below 40 113 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.45-.27 ----- -.10 -- 
 -.05 -.09 -- -.47-.30 -.10 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 110 1 .10 -- .21 -- -.18-.56 ----- .22 -- 
 .10 .21 -- -.18-.56 .22 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,629 9 .07 .09 .13 .10 -.04-.29 .00-.26 .13 .10 
 .07 .12 .11 -.06-.30 .13 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,206 8 .04 .10 .09 .12 -.05-.24 -.06-.24 .10 .12 
 .04 .09 .12 -.07-.24 .09 .13 
      Context: Admin. 423 1 .15 -- .22 -- -.01-.45 ----- .24 -- 
 .15 .22 -- -.01-.45 .24 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 147 5 .10 .07 .20 .00 .09-.31 .20-.20 .20 .00 
 .10 .20 .00 .09-.31 .20 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 147 5 .10 .07 .20 .00 .09-.31 .20-.20 .21 .00 
 .10 .20 .00 .09-.31 .21 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 147 5 .10 .07 .20 .00 .09-.31 .20-.20 .20 .00 
 .10 .20 .00 .09-.31 .20 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 147 5 .10 .07 .20 .00 .09-.31 .20-.20 .21 .00 
 .10 .20 .00 .09-.31 .21 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 147 5 .10 .07 .19 .00 .08-.30 .19-.19 .20 .00 
 .10 .19 .00 .08-.30 .20 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
       
All 10,229 8 .15 .06 .30 .00 .21-.38 .30-.30 .30 .00 
 .06 .13 .07 .00-.25 .13 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .01 .04 .02 .00 -.07-.11 .02-.02 .02 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.05-.13 .04 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 75 1 .17 -- .32 -- -.10-.67 ----- .33 -- 
 .17 .32 -- -.10-.67 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .17 -- .35 -- .31-.38 ----- .35 -- 
 .17 .35 -- .21-.47 .35 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,587 7 .02 .07 .04 .04 -.05-.14 -.01-.09 .04 .04 
 .04 .06 .00 -.04-.17 .07 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 263 3 .03 .14 .06 .18 -.25-.36 -.17-.28 .06 .18 
 .03 .06 .18 -.25-.36 .06 .18 
      Clerical Job: No 10,154 7 .15 .06 .30 .00 .20-.38 .30-.30 .30 .00 
 .05 .11 .08 -.03-.25 .12 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes 75 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.09-.61 ----- .29 -- 
 .17 .28 -- -.09-.61 .29 -- 
      Context: Research 10,154 7 .15 .06 .30 .00 .21-.39 .30-.30 .31 .00 
 .06 .12 .09 -.03-.25 .12 .09 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
       
All 10,154 7 .15 .06 .30 .00 .20-.38 .30-.30 .30 .00 
 .05 .11 .08 -.03-.25 .12 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .01 .04 .02 .00 -.07-.11 .02-.02 .02 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.05-.13 .04 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .17 -- .35 -- .31-.38 ----- .35 -- 
 .17 .35 -- .21-.47 .35 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,512 6 .02 .06 .03 .00 -.06-.12 .03-.03 .03 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 -.06-.15 .05 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 263 3 .03 .14 .06 .18 -.25-.36 -.17-.28 .06 .18 
 .03 .06 .18 -.25-.36 .06 .18 
      Clerical Job: No 10,154 7 .15 .06 .30 .00 .20-.38 .30-.30 .30 .00 
 .05 .11 .08 -.03-.25 .12 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 10,154 7 .15 .06 .30 .00 .21-.39 .30-.30 .31 .00 
 .06 .12 .09 -.03-.25 .12 .09 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
  587 
 
All 75 1 .17 -- .31 -- -.09-.65 ----- .32 -- 
 .17 .31 -- -.09-.65 .32 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 75 1 .17 -- .32 -- -.10-.67 ----- .33 -- 
 .17 .32 -- -.10-.67 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 75 1 .17 -- .31 -- -.09-.65 ----- .32 -- 
 .17 .31 -- -.09-.65 .32 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 75 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.09-.61 ----- .29 -- 
 .17 .28 -- -.09-.61 .29 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All 19,197 1 .35 -- .64 -- .62-.66 ----- .66 -- 
 .35 .64 -- .46-.79 .66 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 19,197 1 .35 -- .64 -- .62-.66 ----- .66 -- 
 .35 .64 -- .55-.73 .66 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 19,197 1 .35 -- .64 -- .62-.66 ----- .65 -- 
 .35 .64 -- .36-.84 .66 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 19,197 1 .35 -- .64 -- .62-.66 ----- .66 -- 
 .35 .64 -- .46-.79 .66 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 19,197 1 .35 -- .64 -- .62-.66 ----- .65 -- 
 .35 .64 -- .50-.75 .65 -- 
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Table A4 
Predictive Validity for g and Counterproductive Work Behaviors 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures   
               
All 48,684 20 -.03 .05 -.04 .07 -.08--.01 -.13-.04 -.05 .07 
 -.03 -.05 .14 -.13-.03 -.05 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 4,566 9 -.02 .09 -.03 .12 -.12-.06 -.18-.12 -.03 .12 
 .00 -.01 .10 -.09-.08 -.01 .10 
      Complexity: Low 1,772 4 -.03 .09 -.05 .13 -.19-.09 -.22-.11 -.05 .13 
 -.05 -.07 .00 -.21-.07 -.07 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 46,061 14 -.03 .04 -.04 .05 -.07--.01 -.10-.02 -.04 .05 
 -.02 -.03 .10 -.10-.03 -.04 .11 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,623 6 -.07 .16 -.10 .20 -.26-.07 -.35-.15 -.10 .21 
 -.07 -.10 .22 -.29-.10 -.10 .23 
      Age: Below 40 40,902 5 -.03 .04 -.05 .05 -.10-.00 -.11-.02 -.05 .05 
 -.13 -.20 .12 -.37--.02 -.20 .13 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 48,244 19 -.03 .05 -.04 .07 -.08--.01 -.14-.05 -.05 .07 
 -.03 -.05 .14 -.13-.03 -.05 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 440 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.17-.11 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.23-.17 -.03 -- 
      Context: Research 4,362 9 .01 .08 .01 .10 -.07-.09 -.11-.14 .01 .10 
 .01 .01 .06 -.07-.09 .01 .06 
      Context: Admin. 42,903 10 -.03 .04 -.04 .06 -.08--.01 -.12-.03 -.05 .06 
 -.05 -.08 .19 -.21-.05 -.08 .19 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All 48,684 20 -.03 .05 -.05 .07 -.08--.01 -.14-.05 -.05 .07 
 -.03 -.05 .14 -.13-.03 -.05 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 4,566 9 -.03 .10 -.04 .13 -.13-.06 -.21-.13 -.04 .14 
 -.01 -.01 .11 -.10-.08 -.01 .11 
      Complexity: Low 1,772 4 -.03 .09 -.05 .13 -.19-.09 -.22-.11 -.05 .13 
 -.05 -.07 .00 -.21-.07 -.07 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 46,061 14 -.03 .04 -.04 .05 -.07--.01 -.10-.02 -.04 .05 
 -.02 -.03 .10 -.10-.03 -.04 .11 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,623 6 -.08 .16 -.11 .21 -.28-.06 -.37-.15 -.11 .21 
 -.08 -.10 .23 -.29-.09 -.11 .24 
      Age: Below 40 40,902 5 -.03 .04 -.05 .06 -.10-.01 -.12-.03 -.05 .06 
 -.14 -.21 .13 -.38--.02 -.21 .13 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 48,244 19 -.03 .05 -.05 .07 -.08--.01 -.14-.05 -.05 .07 
 -.03 -.05 .15 -.13-.03 -.05 .15 
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      Clerical Job: Yes 440 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.17-.11 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.23-.17 -.03 -- 
      Context: Research 4,362 9 .01 .08 .01 .10 -.07-.09 -.11-.14 .01 .10 
 .01 .01 .06 -.07-.09 .01 .06 
      Context: Admin. 42,903 10 -.03 .04 -.04 .06 -.09-.00 -.12-.03 -.05 .06 
 -.06 -.09 .19 -.22-.05 -.09 .20 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
         
All 815 1 -.19 -- -.25 -- -.33--.16 ----- -.26 -- 
 -.19 -.25 -- -.41--.08 -.26 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 815 1 -.19 -- -.27 -- -.35--.17 ----- -.27 -- 
 -.19 -.27 -- -.41--.11 -.28 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 815 1 -.19 -- -.25 -- -.33--.16 ----- -.26 -- 
 -.19 -.25 -- -.39--.10 -.26 -- 
      Age: Below 40 815 1 -.19 -- -.26 -- -.34--.17 ----- -.26 -- 
 -.19 -.26 -- -.49-.00 -.26 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 815 1 -.19 -- -.25 -- -.34--.17 ----- -.26 -- 
 -.19 -.25 -- -.42--.08 -.26 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 815 1 -.19 -- -.28 -- -.37--.18 ----- -.29 -- 
 -.19 -.28 -- -.41--.14 -.29 -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures   
               
All 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.32-.03 -.15 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 815 1 -.11 -- -.16 -- -.25--.06 ----- -.16 -- 
 -.11 -.16 -- -.31-.01 -.16 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.30-.01 -.15 -- 
      Age: Below 40 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.40-.12 -.15 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.32-.03 -.15 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 815 1 -.11 -- -.16 -- -.26--.06 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.11 -.16 -- -.31--.02 -.17 -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
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All 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.32-.03 -.15 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 815 1 -.11 -- -.16 -- -.25--.06 ----- -.16 -- 
 -.11 -.16 -- -.31-.01 -.16 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.30-.01 -.15 -- 
      Age: Below 40 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.40-.12 -.15 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 815 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.24--.06 ----- -.15 -- 
 -.11 -.15 -- -.32-.03 -.15 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 815 1 -.11 -- -.16 -- -.26--.06 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.11 -.16 -- -.31--.02 -.17 -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures   
               
All 815 1 -.20 -- -.26 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.27 -- 
 -.20 -.26 -- -.42--.10 -.27 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 815 1 -.20 -- -.28 -- -.36--.19 ----- -.29 -- 
 -.20 -.28 -- -.42--.13 -.29 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 815 1 -.20 -- -.26 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.27 -- 
 -.20 -.26 -- -.41--.11 -.27 -- 
      Age: Below 40 815 1 -.20 -- -.27 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.28 -- 
 -.20 -.27 -- -.50--.01 -.28 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 815 1 -.20 -- -.27 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.28 -- 
 -.20 -.27 -- -.43--.10 -.28 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 815 1 -.20 -- -.29 -- -.38--.20 ----- -.30 -- 
 -.20 -.29 -- -.42--.15 -.30 -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
           
All 815 1 -.20 -- -.26 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.27 -- 
 -.20 -.26 -- -.42--.10 -.27 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 815 1 -.20 -- -.28 -- -.36--.19 ----- -.29 -- 
 -.20 -.28 -- -.42--.13 -.29 -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 815 1 -.20 -- -.26 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.27 -- 
 -.20 -.26 -- -.41--.11 -.27 -- 
      Age: Below 40 815 1 -.20 -- -.27 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.28 -- 
 -.20 -.27 -- -.50--.01 -.28 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 815 1 -.20 -- -.27 -- -.35--.18 ----- -.28 -- 
 -.20 -.27 -- -.43--.10 -.28 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 815 1 -.20 -- -.29 -- -.38--.20 ----- -.30 -- 
 -.20 -.29 -- -.42--.15 -.30 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
           
All 3,356 9 -.14 .09 -.27 .10 -.37--.16 -.39--.14 -.27 .10 
 -.11 -.21 .14 -.36--.07 -.22 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,022 2 -.09 .01 -.17 .00 -.21--.14 -.17--.17 -.18 .00 
 -.10 -.18 .00 -.23--.12 -.18 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 399 3 -.16 .16 -.31 .22 -.60-.05 -.59--.02 -.32 .23 
 -.16 -.31 .22 -.60-.05 -.32 .23 
      Complexity: Low 209 2 .00 .17 .00 .27 -.44-.44 -.35-.35 .00 .28 
 -.02 -.04 .27 -.49-.42 -.04 .28 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.29 -- -.55 -- -.77--.25 ----- -.58 -- 
 -.29 -.55 -- -.80--.20 -.58 -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,580 1 -.19 -- -.38 -- -.47--.29 ----- -.39 -- 
 -.19 -.38 -- -.51--.25 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,663 7 -.08 .08 -.14 .07 -.25--.03 -.23--.05 -.15 .07 
 -.07 -.13 .10 -.27-.01 -.13 .10 
      Age: Below 40 477 4 -.07 .14 -.13 .20 -.38-.13 -.38-.12 -.13 .20 
 -.07 -.13 .17 -.38-.13 -.14 .17 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.29 -- -.54 -- -.76--.24 ----- -.57 -- 
 -.29 -.54 -- -.76--.24 -.57 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,356 9 -.14 .09 -.27 .10 -.37--.16 -.39--.14 -.27 .10 
 -.11 -.22 .14 -.36--.06 -.22 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,356 9 -.14 .09 -.27 .09 -.37--.16 -.39--.15 -.27 .10 
 -.11 -.22 .14 -.36--.07 -.22 .14 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.20 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.37 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 59 1 -.13 -- -.24 -- -.65-.23 ----- -.25 -- 
 -.13 -.24 -- -.65-.23 -.25 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 139 1 -.23 -- -.43 -- -.66--.14 ----- -.44 -- 
 -.23 -.43 -- -.66--.14 -.44 -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.20 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.37 .00 
      Age: Below 40 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.51--.21 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.19 -.35 .00 -.50--.18 -.36 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.20 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.37 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 198 2 -.20 .06 -.35 .00 -.49--.20 -.35--.35 -.36 .00 
 -.20 -.35 .00 -.49--.20 -.36 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.20 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.37 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 59 1 -.13 -- -.24 -- -.65-.23 ----- -.25 -- 
 -.13 -.24 -- -.65-.23 -.25 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 139 1 -.23 -- -.43 -- -.66--.14 ----- -.44 -- 
 -.23 -.43 -- -.66--.14 -.44 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.20 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.37 .00 
      Age: Below 40 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.51--.21 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.19 -.35 .00 -.50--.18 -.36 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 198 2 -.20 .06 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.36--.36 -.37 .00 
 -.20 -.36 .00 -.50--.20 -.37 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 198 2 -.20 .06 -.35 .00 -.49--.20 -.35--.35 -.36 .00 
 -.20 -.35 .00 -.49--.20 -.36 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All 3,158 7 -.13 .09 -.26 .11 -.38--.14 -.40--.11 -.27 .12 
 -.09 -.18 .16 -.35--.01 -.19 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 963 1 -.09 -- -.17 -- -.28--.05 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.09 -.17 -- -.36-.03 -.17 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 260 2 -.12 .21 -.24 .36 -.71-.33 -.69-.22 -.25 .37 
 -.12 -.24 .36 -.71-.33 -.25 .37 
      Complexity: Low 209 2 .00 .17 .00 .27 -.44-.44 -.35-.35 .00 .28 
 -.02 -.04 .27 -.49-.42 -.04 .28 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.29 -- -.55 -- -.77--.25 ----- -.58 -- 
 -.29 -.55 -- -.80--.20 -.58 -- 
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      Sample Type: Military 1,580 1 -.19 -- -.38 -- -.47--.29 ----- -.39 -- 
 -.19 -.38 -- -.51--.25 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,465 5 -.06 .07 -.11 .05 -.22-.00 -.18--.05 -.12 .05 
 -.04 -.07 .04 -.20-.07 -.07 .04 
      Age: Below 40 279 2 .02 .09 .04 .06 -.20-.27 -.04-.12 .04 .07 
 .03 .05 .00 -.19-.28 .05 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.29 -- -.54 -- -.76--.24 ----- -.57 -- 
 -.29 -.54 -- -.76--.24 -.57 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,158 7 -.13 .09 -.26 .11 -.38--.14 -.41--.11 -.27 .12 
 -.09 -.18 .17 -.35--.01 -.19 .17 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,158 7 -.13 .09 -.26 .11 -.38--.14 -.40--.12 -.27 .11 
 -.10 -.19 .16 -.35--.01 -.19 .17 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
    
All 369 3 -.05 .08 -.08 .00 -.24-.08 -.08--.08 -.09 .00 
 -.05 -.08 .00 -.24-.08 -.09 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 147 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.29-.33 ----- .02 -- 
 .01 .02 -- -.29-.33 .02 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.16 -- -.31 -- -.66-.12 ----- -.32 -- 
 -.16 -.31 -- -.66-.12 -.32 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 369 3 -.05 .08 -.08 .00 -.24-.08 -.08--.08 -.09 .00 
 -.05 -.08 .00 -.24-.08 -.09 .00 
      Age: Below 40 146 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.37-.23 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.43-.29 -.08 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 369 3 -.05 .08 -.08 .00 -.24-.08 -.08--.08 -.09 .00 
 -.05 -.08 .00 -.24-.08 -.09 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 369 3 -.05 .08 -.08 .00 -.23-.08 -.08--.08 -.08 .00 
 -.05 -.08 .00 -.23-.08 -.08 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All 963 1 -.09 -- -.16 -- -.27--.05 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.09 -.16 -- -.39-.08 -.17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 963 1 -.09 -- -.17 -- -.28--.05 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.09 -.17 -- -.36-.03 -.17 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 963 1 -.09 -- -.16 -- -.27--.05 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.09 -.16 -- -.37-.05 -.17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 963 1 -.09 -- -.16 -- -.27--.05 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.09 -.16 -- -.40-.08 -.17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 963 1 -.09 -- -.16 -- -.27--.05 ----- -.16 -- 
 -.09 -.16 -- -.37-.06 -.16 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All 1,580 1 -.19 -- -.38 -- -.47--.29 ----- -.39 -- 
 -.19 -.38 -- -.60--.13 -.39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,580 1 -.19 -- -.38 -- -.47--.29 ----- -.39 -- 
 -.19 -.38 -- -.51--.25 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,580 1 -.19 -- -.38 -- -.47--.29 ----- -.39 -- 
 -.19 -.38 -- -.60--.13 -.39 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,580 1 -.19 -- -.40 -- -.48--.30 ----- -.40 -- 
 -.19 -.40 -- -.60--.15 -.41 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
        
All 12,681 2 .02 .09 .03 .19 -.23-.29 -.21-.28 .03 .20 
 -.01 -.02 .15 -.30-.26 -.02 .16 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 12,681 2 .02 .09 .03 .19 -.23-.29 -.21-.28 .03 .20 
 -.01 -.02 .19 -.30-.26 -.02 .20 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 12,681 2 .02 .09 .03 .19 -.23-.29 -.21-.28 .03 .20 
 -.01 -.02 .15 -.30-.26 -.02 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .06 -- .13 -- .09-.18 ----- .13 -- 
 .06 .13 -- -.14-.39 .13 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
     
All 12,681 2 .02 .09 .03 .19 -.23-.29 -.21-.28 .03 .20 
 -.01 -.02 .15 -.30-.26 -.02 .16 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 12,681 2 .02 .09 .03 .19 -.23-.29 -.21-.28 .03 .20 
 -.01 -.02 .19 -.30-.26 -.02 .20 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 12,681 2 .02 .09 .03 .19 -.23-.29 -.21-.28 .03 .20 
 -.01 -.02 .15 -.30-.26 -.02 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .06 -- .13 -- .09-.18 ----- .13 -- 
 .06 .13 -- -.14-.39 .13 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All 1,632 6 .09 .07 .15 .07 .05-.25 .06-.24 .16 .07 
 .10 .16 .09 .04-.28 .16 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 288 2 .06 .04 .11 .00 .00-.21 .11-.11 .11 .00 
 .06 .11 .00 .00-.21 .11 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,632 6 .09 .07 .15 .07 .05-.25 .06-.24 .16 .07 
 .10 .16 .08 .04-.28 .17 .09 
      Age: Below 40 1,458 5 .10 .08 .16 .07 .05-.27 .07-.26 .17 .08 
 .13 .21 .08 .04-.37 .21 .09 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,518 5 .09 .08 .15 .09 .04-.26 .04-.26 .16 .09 
 .10 .16 .11 .01-.30 .16 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 114 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.12-.41 ----- .15 -- 
 .10 .15 -- -.12-.41 .15 -- 
      Context: Research 1,632 6 .09 .07 .15 .06 .05-.24 .06-.23 .15 .07 
 .10 .16 .08 .04-.27 .16 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
         
All 1,383 5 .05 .08 .08 .10 -.05-.20 -.05-.20 .08 .10 
 .07 .11 .11 -.04-.26 .12 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 288 2 .08 .03 .13 .00 .07-.20 .13-.13 .14 .00 
 .08 .13 .00 .07-.20 .14 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,383 5 .05 .08 .08 .10 -.05-.20 -.05-.20 .08 .10 
 .07 .11 .11 -.04-.26 .11 .12 
      Age: Below 40 1,209 4 .04 .09 .07 .12 -.08-.23 -.08-.23 .08 .12 
 .10 .17 .16 -.07-.39 .17 .17 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,269 4 .04 .09 .07 .11 -.08-.21 -.08-.22 .07 .12 
 .06 .11 .15 -.09-.30 .11 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 114 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.12-.41 ----- .16 -- 
 .10 .15 -- -.12-.41 .16 -- 
      Context: Research 1,383 5 .05 .08 .07 .09 -.04-.19 -.05-.20 .08 .10 
 .07 .11 .11 -.04-.25 .11 .11 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All 189 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.29-.16 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.29-.16 -.07 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 189 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.29-.16 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.29-.16 -.07 -- 
      Age: Below 40 189 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.30-.17 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.39-.26 -.07 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 189 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.30-.16 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.30-.16 -.07 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 189 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.29-.16 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.29-.16 -.07 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
            
All 1,051 3 .06 .07 .10 .06 -.02-.22 .02-.18 .11 .06 
 .07 .11 .07 -.04-.26 .12 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.28-.24 ----- -.02 -- 
 -.01 -.02 -- -.28-.24 -.02 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 1,051 3 .06 .07 .10 .06 -.02-.22 .02-.18 .11 .06 
 .07 .11 .07 -.03-.26 .12 .07 
      Age: Below 40 877 2 .08 .07 .13 .07 -.03-.28 .04-.22 .13 .07 
 .10 .17 .00 -.01-.33 .17 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,051 3 .06 .07 .10 .06 -.02-.22 .02-.18 .11 .06 
 .07 .11 .06 -.04-.26 .12 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,051 3 .06 .07 .10 .06 -.02-.22 .02-.17 .10 .06 
 .07 .11 .07 -.03-.26 .12 .07 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All 174 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.27-.21 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.27-.21 -.03 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.29-.22 ----- -.04 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.29-.22 -.04 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 174 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.27-.21 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.27-.21 -.03 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 174 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.27-.21 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.27-.21 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 174 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.26-.20 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.20 -.03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All 1,051 3 .06 .06 .11 .05 -.01-.22 .04-.17 .11 .06 
 .07 .12 .05 -.03-.26 .12 .05 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.26-.26 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.26-.26 .00 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,051 3 .06 .06 .11 .05 -.01-.22 .04-.17 .11 .06 
 .07 .12 .06 -.02-.26 .12 .06 
      Age: Below 40 877 2 .08 .07 .13 .07 -.03-.28 .04-.22 .13 .07 
 .10 .17 .00 -.01-.33 .17 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,051 3 .06 .06 .11 .05 -.01-.22 .04-.18 .11 .06 
 .07 .12 .05 -.03-.26 .12 .05 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,051 3 .06 .06 .10 .05 -.01-.22 .04-.17 .11 .05 
 .07 .12 .06 -.02-.25 .12 .06 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
           
All 864 2 .10 .03 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16-.16 .16 .00 
 .08 .13 .00 .05-.22 .14 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.16-.34 ----- .10 -- 
 .05 .09 -- -.16-.34 .10 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 864 2 .10 .03 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16-.16 .16 .00 
 .09 .14 .00 .06-.22 .14 .00 
      Age: Below 40 690 1 .11 -- .18 -- .05-.29 ----- .18 -- 
 .11 .18 -- -.15-.48 .18 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 864 2 .10 .03 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16-.16 .16 .00 
 .08 .14 .00 .05-.22 .14 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 864 2 .10 .03 .15 .00 .09-.22 .15-.15 .16 .00 
 .08 .13 .00 .05-.21 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
           
All 174 1 .11 -- .18 -- -.06-.40 ----- .18 -- 
 .11 .18 -- -.06-.40 .18 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 .11 -- .19 -- -.06-.42 ----- .20 -- 
 .11 .19 -- -.06-.42 .20 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 174 1 .11 -- .18 -- -.06-.40 ----- .18 -- 
 .11 .18 -- -.06-.40 .18 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 174 1 .11 -- .18 -- -.06-.41 ----- .19 -- 
 .11 .18 -- -.06-.41 .19 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 174 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.06-.39 ----- .18 -- 
 .11 .17 -- -.06-.39 .18 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
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All 864 2 .11 .01 .18 .00 .15-.21 .18-.18 .19 .00 
 .10 .17 .00 .13-.21 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.10-.39 ----- .16 -- 
 .09 .15 -- -.10-.39 .16 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 864 2 .11 .01 .18 .00 .15-.21 .18-.18 .19 .00 
 .11 .17 .00 .13-.21 .18 .00 
      Age: Below 40 690 1 .12 -- .19 -- .07-.31 ----- .20 -- 
 .12 .19 -- -.13-.49 .20 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 864 2 .11 .01 .18 .00 .15-.21 .18-.18 .19 .00 
 .10 .17 .00 .13-.21 .18 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 864 2 .11 .01 .17 .00 .14-.21 .17-.17 .18 .00 
 .11 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
          
All 689 2 .03 .06 .05 .02 -.08-.17 .02-.08 .05 .02 
 .01 .02 .00 -.13-.16 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.32-.19 ----- -.07 -- 
 -.04 -.07 -- -.32-.19 -.07 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 689 2 .03 .06 .05 .02 -.08-.17 .02-.08 .05 .02 
 .02 .02 .00 -.12-.17 .03 .00 
      Age: Below 40 515 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.06-.22 ----- .09 -- 
 .05 .08 -- -.24-.40 .09 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 689 2 .03 .06 .05 .02 -.08-.17 .02-.08 .05 .02 
 .01 .02 .00 -.13-.16 .02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 689 2 .03 .06 .04 .02 -.08-.17 .02-.07 .05 .02 
 .01 .02 .00 -.12-.16 .02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A4 
Predictive Validity for g and Organizational Citizenship Behavior  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
            
All 5,062 28 .06 .13 .12 .20 .03-.21 -.14-.37 .12 .21 
 .08 .15 .21 .05-.25 .16 .22 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 2,752 13 .04 .10 .07 .14 -.04-.18 -.11-.26 .07 .15 
 .04 .09 .15 -.03-.21 .09 .16 
      Complexity: Medium 1,380 8 .11 .16 .21 .25 .00-.41 -.11-.54 .22 .26 
 .13 .26 .23 .05-.46 .27 .24 
      Complexity: Low 209 2 -.02 .07 -.04 .00 -.23-.16 -.04--.04 -.04 .00 
 -.03 -.05 .00 -.25-.15 -.05 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,024 6 .03 .06 .06 .05 -.04-.16 -.01-.13 .06 .05 
 .03 .06 .05 -.04-.16 .06 .05 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,038 22 .08 .16 .15 .23 .03-.27 -.15-.45 .16 .24 
 .10 .19 .24 .06-.31 .19 .25 
      Age: Below 40 1,461 15 .10 .18 .18 .26 .01-.34 -.15-.51 .18 .26 
 .09 .17 .27 -.01-.34 .18 .28 
      Age: 40 and above 123 1 .32 -- .57 -- .31-.78 ----- .60 -- 
 .32 .57 -- .31-.78 .60 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 4,994 27 .06 .13 .11 .20 .02-.20 -.14-.37 .12 .20 
 .08 .15 .21 .04-.25 .15 .22 
      Clerical Job: Yes 68 1 .30 -- .48 -- .14-.78 ----- .50 -- 
 .30 .48 -- .14-.78 .50 -- 
      Context: Research 3,653 22 .08 .14 .15 .20 .04-.25 -.11-.40 .15 .21 
 .10 .18 .21 .07-.29 .19 .21 
      Context: Admin. 561 3 .03 .13 .06 .22 -.24-.35 -.23-.34 .06 .23 
 .03 .06 .22 -.24-.35 .06 .23 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
          
All 703 6 .19 .22 .34 .32 .03-.61 -.08-.75 .35 .34 
 .19 .34 .32 .03-.61 .35 .34 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 59 1 .20 -- .37 -- -.09-.73 ----- .38 -- 
 .20 .37 -- -.09-.73 .38 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 330 2 .30 .06 .53 .00 .39-.66 .53-.53 .55 .00 
 .30 .53 .00 .39-.66 .55 .00 
      Complexity: Low 133 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.29-.36 ----- .04 -- 
 .02 .04 -- -.35-.42 .04 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 703 6 .19 .22 .34 .32 .03-.61 -.08-.75 .35 .34 
 .19 .34 .32 .03-.61 .35 .34 
      Age: Below 40 529 5 .14 .23 .26 .37 -.12-.59 -.21-.73 .26 .38 
 .14 .25 .39 -.15-.60 .26 .40 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 703 6 .19 .22 .34 .33 .03-.61 -.08-.76 .35 .34 
 .19 .34 .33 .03-.61 .35 .34 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 703 6 .19 .22 .33 .32 .03-.60 -.07-.73 .34 .33 
 .19 .33 .32 .03-.60 .34 .33 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
      
All 4,294 21 .04 .10 .08 .14 -.01-.16 -.10-.26 .08 .15 
 .06 .11 .14 .02-.21 .12 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 2,628 11 .04 .10 .07 .15 -.05-.19 -.12-.26 .07 .15 
 .05 .09 .16 -.04-.22 .09 .16 
      Complexity: Medium 1,050 6 .04 .13 .08 .21 -.13-.28 -.19-.35 .08 .22 
 .06 .13 .20 -.09-.34 .13 .21 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.13 -- -.25 -- -.62-.18 ----- -.26 -- 
 -.13 -.25 -- -.62-.18 -.26 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,024 6 .02 .07 .05 .08 -.06-.16 -.04-.15 .05 .08 
 .02 .05 .08 -.06-.16 .05 .08 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,270 15 .06 .13 .10 .18 -.02-.22 -.12-.33 .10 .18 
 .08 .14 .18 .01-.27 .15 .19 
      Age: Below 40 867 9 .10 .14 .18 .17 .01-.34 -.04-.40 .18 .18 
 .10 .18 .18 -.01-.36 .18 .19 
      Age: 40 and above 123 1 .32 -- .57 -- .31-.78 ----- .60 -- 
 .32 .57 -- .31-.78 .60 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 4,226 20 .04 .10 .07 .13 -.01-.16 -.10-.24 .07 .14 
 .05 .10 .13 .01-.20 .11 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes 68 1 .30 -- .48 -- .14-.78 ----- .50 -- 
 .30 .48 -- .14-.78 .50 -- 
      Context: Research 2,915 16 .05 .11 .10 .14 .00-.19 -.08-.27 .10 .14 
 .07 .13 .14 .02-.24 .14 .14 
      Context: Admin. 561 3 .03 .13 .06 .22 -.24-.35 -.23-.34 .06 .23 
 .03 .06 .22 -.24-.35 .06 .23 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All 1,574 9 .09 .13 .17 .20 .00-.33 -.08-.42 .18 .20 
 .12 .23 .16 .07-.38 .24 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 363 3 .18 .14 .32 .16 .03-.58 .12-.53 .34 .17 
 .18 .32 .16 .03-.58 .34 .17 
      Complexity: Medium 756 4 .04 .16 .09 .29 -.23-.39 -.28-.46 .09 .30 
 .08 .17 .29 -.17-.48 .17 .30 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 818 2 .01 .10 .01 .19 -.28-.31 -.23-.26 .01 .20 
 .01 .01 .19 -.28-.31 .01 .20 
      Sample Type: Civilian 756 7 .17 .11 .31 .06 .16-.45 .23-.39 .32 .06 
 .17 .31 .06 .16-.45 .32 .06 
      Age: Below 40 393 4 .17 .11 .31 .00 .12-.49 .31-.31 .32 .00 
 .19 .34 .00 .14-.52 .35 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 123 1 .32 -- .57 -- .31-.78 ----- .60 -- 
 .32 .57 -- .31-.78 .60 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,506 8 .08 .13 .15 .19 -.02-.32 -.09-.40 .16 .20 
 .11 .21 .16 .05-.37 .22 .16 
      Clerical Job: Yes 68 1 .30 -- .48 -- .14-.78 ----- .50 -- 
 .30 .48 -- .14-.78 .50 -- 
      Context: Research 688 6 .16 .11 .28 .06 .13-.43 .20-.36 .29 .06 
 .16 .28 .06 .13-.43 .29 .06 
      Context: Admin. 68 1 .30 -- .56 -- .17-.83 ----- .58 -- 
 .30 .56 -- .17-.83 .58 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 




Measures   
               
All 960 2 .01 .02 .02 .00 -.03-.08 .02-.02 .02 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.04-.12 .04 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 875 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.11-.14 ----- .02 -- 
 .01 .02 -- -.18-.21 .02 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 960 2 .01 .02 .02 .00 -.03-.08 .02-.02 .02 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.04-.12 .04 .00 
      Age: Below 40 85 1 .06 -- .11 -- -.28-.48 ----- .12 -- 
 .06 .11 -- -.28-.48 .12 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 960 2 .01 .02 .02 .00 -.03-.08 .02-.02 .02 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.04-.13 .04 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 960 2 .01 .02 .02 .00 -.03-.07 .02-.02 .02 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.04-.12 .04 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
          
All 1,814 6 .00 .05 -.01 .00 -.08-.07 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 -.01 -.01 .00 -.12-.10 -.01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,082 3 .00 .07 .01 .08 -.14-.15 -.09-.11 .01 .08 
 .01 .01 .12 -.21-.23 .01 .13 
      Complexity: Medium 656 2 -.02 .01 -.03 .00 -.07-.00 -.03--.03 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.03 .00 -.07-.01 -.03 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.04 -- -.08 -- -.49-.35 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.08 -- -.49-.35 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.22-.14 ----- -.04 -- 
 -.02 -.04 -- -.22-.14 -.04 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,305 5 .00 .06 .00 .00 -.09-.10 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.14-.13 .00 .00 
      Age: Below 40 124 2 .01 .23 .01 .36 -.55-.57 -.45-.48 .01 .37 
 .01 .01 .36 -.55-.57 .01 .37 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,814 6 .00 .05 -.01 .00 -.08-.07 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 -.01 -.01 .00 -.13-.10 -.01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,275 4 .01 .03 .01 .00 -.04-.07 .01-.01 .02 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.06-.11 .02 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All 988 2 .05 .08 .10 .13 -.12-.30 -.06-.26 .10 .13 
 .02 .04 .24 -.35-.43 .04 .25 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 988 2 .05 .08 .10 .13 -.12-.31 -.07-.26 .10 .13 
 .03 .07 .21 -.28-.40 .07 .22 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 988 2 .05 .08 .10 .13 -.12-.30 -.06-.26 .10 .13 
 .03 .05 .22 -.31-.41 .05 .23 
      Age: Below 40 30 1 -.28 -- -.50 -- -.91-.10 ----- -.51 -- 
 -.28 -.50 -- -.91-.10 -.51 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 988 2 .05 .08 .10 .13 -.12-.31 -.07-.26 .10 .13 
 .02 .04 .24 -.36-.43 .04 .25 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 958 1 .06 -- .11 -- .00-.22 ----- .12 -- 
 .06 .11 -- -.11-.33 .12 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
       
All 1,041 2 -.04 .06 -.07 .08 -.23-.09 -.17-.03 -.08 .08 
 -.01 -.01 .11 -.26-.24 -.01 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,041 2 -.04 .06 -.08 .08 -.24-.09 -.18-.03 -.08 .08 
 -.02 -.04 .11 -.27-.19 -.04 .11 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,041 2 -.04 .06 -.07 .08 -.23-.09 -.17-.03 -.08 .08 
 -.01 -.03 .11 -.26-.21 -.03 .11 
      Age: Below 40 94 1 .10 -- .19 -- -.19-.53 ----- .19 -- 
 .10 .19 -- -.19-.53 .19 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,041 2 -.04 .06 -.07 .08 -.23-.09 -.17-.03 -.08 .08 
 -.01 -.01 .11 -.27-.24 -.01 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,041 2 -.04 .06 -.07 .08 -.22-.08 -.17-.03 -.07 .08 
 -.01 -.02 .11 -.26-.22 -.02 .11 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
        
All 223 2 -.01 .03 -.03 .00 -.09-.04 -.03--.03 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.03 .00 -.09-.04 -.03 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 147 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.31-.31 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.31-.31 .00 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.04 -- -.08 -- -.49-.35 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.04 -.08 -- -.49-.35 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 223 2 -.01 .03 -.03 .00 -.09-.04 -.03--.03 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.03 .00 -.09-.04 -.03 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 223 2 -.01 .03 -.03 .00 -.09-.04 -.03--.03 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.03 .00 -.09-.04 -.03 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 223 2 -.01 .03 -.02 .00 -.09-.04 -.02--.02 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.02 .00 -.09-.04 -.03 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
            
All 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .23 -.18-.31 -.22-.36 .07 .24 
 .05 .10 .22 -.15-.34 .10 .23 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 134 1 .27 -- .51 -- .23-.75 ----- .53 -- 
 .27 .51 -- .23-.75 .53 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 443 2 -.03 .08 -.07 .10 -.30-.17 -.19-.06 -.07 .10 
 -.03 -.06 .10 -.30-.18 -.07 .10 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .23 -.18-.31 -.22-.36 .07 .24 
 .04 .08 .23 -.17-.32 .09 .24 
      Age: Below 40 240 2 .01 .07 .03 .00 -.17-.22 .03-.03 .03 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.18-.22 .02 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .23 -.18-.31 -.23-.37 .07 .24 
 .05 .10 .23 -.15-.35 .11 .23 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .22 -.17-.30 -.22-.35 .07 .23 
 .05 .09 .22 -.16-.33 .09 .23 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .23 -.18-.31 -.22-.36 .07 .24 
 .05 .10 .22 -.15-.34 .10 .23 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 134 1 .27 -- .51 -- .23-.75 ----- .53 -- 
 .27 .51 -- .23-.75 .53 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 443 2 -.03 .08 -.07 .10 -.30-.17 -.19-.06 -.07 .10 
 -.03 -.06 .10 -.30-.18 -.07 .10 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .23 -.18-.31 -.22-.36 .07 .24 
 .04 .08 .23 -.17-.32 .09 .24 
      Age: Below 40 240 2 .01 .07 .03 .00 -.17-.22 .03-.03 .03 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.18-.22 .02 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .23 -.18-.31 -.23-.37 .07 .24 
 .05 .10 .23 -.15-.35 .11 .23 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 755 5 .04 .14 .07 .22 -.17-.30 -.22-.35 .07 .23 
 .05 .09 .22 -.16-.33 .09 .23 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
       
All 1,845 6 .05 .09 .09 .12 -.05-.22 -.07-.24 .09 .13 
 .07 .13 .13 -.03-.28 .13 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,383 4 .04 .10 .08 .15 -.11-.26 -.12-.27 .08 .16 
 .06 .11 .16 -.09-.30 .11 .17 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 418 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.03-.36 ----- .17 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.03-.36 .17 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,427 5 .04 .10 .07 .14 -.09-.22 -.12-.25 .07 .15 
 .06 .11 .16 -.08-.29 .11 .16 
      Age: Below 40 462 2 .06 .08 .13 .09 -.11-.35 .01-.24 .13 .09 
 .02 .04 .11 -.33-.40 .04 .11 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,845 6 .05 .09 .09 .12 -.05-.22 -.07-.24 .09 .13 
 .07 .13 .13 -.03-.29 .13 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,801 5 .05 .09 .09 .12 -.05-.23 -.06-.25 .10 .12 
 .07 .13 .12 -.03-.29 .14 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
      
All 1,383 4 .04 .11 .07 .16 -.12-.25 -.14-.28 .07 .17 
 .07 .13 .17 -.08-.34 .14 .18 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,383 4 .04 .11 .07 .17 -.12-.26 -.14-.28 .07 .17 
 .05 .10 .17 -.11-.31 .11 .18 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,383 4 .04 .11 .07 .16 -.12-.25 -.14-.28 .07 .17 
 .07 .12 .17 -.09-.32 .12 .18 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,383 4 .04 .11 .07 .16 -.12-.26 -.14-.28 .07 .17 
 .08 .14 .17 -.08-.35 .14 .18 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,383 4 .04 .11 .07 .16 -.12-.25 -.13-.27 .07 .16 
 .07 .12 .17 -.09-.33 .13 .17 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All 1,383 4 .06 .10 .11 .14 -.07-.28 -.08-.29 .11 .15 
 .09 .17 .15 -.04-.37 .17 .16 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,383 4 .06 .10 .11 .15 -.07-.29 -.08-.30 .12 .15 
 .07 .14 .16 -.06-.33 .14 .16 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,383 4 .06 .10 .11 .14 -.07-.28 -.08-.29 .11 .15 
 .08 .15 .15 -.05-.35 .16 .16 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,383 4 .06 .10 .11 .15 -.07-.28 -.08-.30 .11 .15 
 .09 .17 .15 -.04-.37 .18 .16 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,383 4 .06 .10 .11 .14 -.07-.27 -.07-.29 .11 .15 
 .09 .16 .15 -.04-.35 .16 .15 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All 1,249 3 -.01 .06 -.02 .07 -.15-.10 -.11-.06 -.02 .07 
 .01 .02 .06 -.14-.17 .02 .06 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 -.01 .06 -.02 .07 -.15-.11 -.11-.06 -.02 .07 
 .00 -.01 .07 -.15-.14 -.01 .07 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 -.01 .06 -.02 .07 -.15-.10 -.11-.06 -.02 .07 
 .00 .01 .07 -.14-.15 .01 .07 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 -.01 .06 -.02 .07 -.15-.11 -.11-.06 -.02 .07 
 .01 .02 .06 -.14-.17 .02 .06 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,249 3 -.01 .06 -.02 .06 -.14-.10 -.10-.06 -.02 .07 
 .01 .01 .06 -.14-.16 .01 .06 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
     
All 1,249 3 .02 .05 .04 .02 -.06-.15 .01-.07 .05 .02 
 .04 .08 .00 -.05-.20 .08 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .02 .05 .05 .02 -.06-.15 .02-.07 .05 .02 
 .03 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .06 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .02 .05 .04 .02 -.06-.15 .01-.07 .05 .02 
 .04 .07 .00 -.06-.19 .07 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 .02 .05 .04 .02 -.06-.15 .02-.07 .05 .02 
 .04 .08 .00 -.06-.21 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,249 3 .02 .05 .04 .02 -.06-.15 .02-.07 .04 .02 
 .04 .07 .00 -.06-.19 .07 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
   
All 1,249 3 .01 .05 .01 .02 -.09-.12 -.02-.04 .01 .02 
 .02 .04 .00 -.09-.16 .04 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .01 .05 .01 .02 -.10-.12 -.02-.04 .01 .02 
 .01 .02 .00 -.10-.14 .02 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .01 .05 .01 .02 -.09-.12 -.02-.04 .01 .02 
 .02 .03 .00 -.10-.15 .03 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 .01 .05 .01 .02 -.09-.12 -.02-.04 .01 .02 
 .02 .04 .00 -.09-.17 .04 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 1,249 3 .01 .05 .01 .02 -.09-.11 -.02-.04 .01 .02 
 .02 .03 .00 -.09-.16 .03 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All 1,249 3 .14 .08 .25 .03 .09-.39 .21-.29 .26 .03 
 .16 .29 .00 .11-.47 .30 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .14 .08 .25 .00 .09-.40 .25-.25 .26 .00 
 .15 .28 .00 .10-.44 .29 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .14 .08 .25 .03 .09-.39 .21-.29 .26 .03 
 .16 .28 .01 .10-.45 .29 .01 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 .14 .08 .25 .03 .09-.40 .21-.29 .26 .03 
 .16 .30 .00 .11-.47 .31 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,249 3 .14 .08 .24 .01 .09-.39 .23-.26 .25 .01 
 .16 .28 .00 .10-.45 .29 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All 1,249 3 .08 .07 .14 .06 .00-.27 .06-.21 .14 .06 
 .10 .18 .04 .01-.33 .18 .04 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .08 .07 .14 .05 .00-.28 .07-.21 .15 .05 
 .08 .16 .05 .00-.31 .16 .05 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .08 .07 .14 .06 .00-.27 .06-.21 .14 .06 
 .09 .17 .05 .00-.32 .17 .05 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 .08 .07 .14 .06 .00-.27 .07-.21 .14 .06 
 .10 .18 .03 .01-.34 .18 .03 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,249 3 .08 .07 .13 .05 .00-.26 .07-.20 .14 .05 
 .09 .17 .04 .01-.32 .17 .04 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All 1,249 3 .02 .06 .03 .08 -.10-.17 -.06-.13 .03 .08 
 .04 .07 .07 -.09-.23 .07 .07 
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Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 .02 .06 .03 .08 -.10-.17 -.06-.13 .04 .08 
 .03 .05 .08 -.11-.20 .05 .08 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 .02 .06 .03 .08 -.10-.17 -.06-.13 .03 .08 
 .03 .06 .08 -.10-.22 .06 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 .02 .06 .03 .08 -.10-.17 -.06-.13 .04 .08 
 .04 .07 .07 -.10-.23 .07 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,249 3 .02 .06 .03 .07 -.10-.16 -.06-.13 .03 .08 
 .04 .06 .07 -.09-.22 .07 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All 1,249 3 -.13 .03 -.24 .00 -.29--.18 -.24--.24 -.24 .00 
 -.13 -.24 .00 -.30--.18 -.25 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 -.13 .03 -.24 .00 -.30--.18 -.24--.24 -.25 .00 
 -.13 -.24 .00 -.30--.18 -.25 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,249 3 -.13 .03 -.24 .00 -.29--.18 -.24--.24 -.24 .00 
 -.13 -.24 .00 -.30--.18 -.25 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,249 3 -.13 .03 -.24 .00 -.29--.18 -.24--.24 -.25 .00 
 -.13 -.24 .00 -.30--.18 -.25 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,249 3 -.13 .03 -.23 .00 -.28--.18 -.23--.23 -.24 .00 
 -.13 -.23 .00 -.29--.17 -.24 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
     
All 1,711 5 .01 .06 .01 .04 -.08-.11 -.03-.06 .01 .04 
 .01 .03 .00 -.07-.12 .03 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 1,249 3 -.01 .04 -.02 .00 -.10-.06 -.02--.02 -.02 .00 
 -.01 -.01 .00 -.09-.07 -.01 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 418 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.03-.36 ----- .17 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.03-.36 .17 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,293 4 -.02 .04 -.03 .00 -.10-.04 -.03--.03 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.02 .00 -.10-.07 -.02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 462 2 .06 .08 .13 .09 -.11-.35 .01-.24 .13 .09 
 .02 .04 .11 -.33-.40 .04 .11 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,711 5 .01 .06 .01 .04 -.08-.11 -.03-.06 .01 .04 
 .01 .02 .00 -.07-.12 .03 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,667 4 .01 .06 .02 .05 -.08-.12 -.04-.08 .02 .05 
 .02 .04 .00 -.06-.13 .04 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All 462 2 .06 .08 .13 .09 -.11-.35 .01-.24 .13 .09 
 .05 .10 .12 -.21-.39 .10 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 418 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.03-.36 ----- .17 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.03-.36 .17 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 44 1 -.12 -- -.22 -- -.68-.31 ----- -.23 -- 
 -.12 -.22 -- -.68-.31 -.23 -- 
      Age: Below 40 462 2 .06 .08 .13 .09 -.11-.35 .01-.24 .13 .09 
 .02 .04 .11 -.33-.40 .04 .11 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 462 2 .06 .08 .13 .09 -.11-.35 .01-.24 .13 .09 
 .05 .09 .12 -.21-.39 .10 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 418 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.03-.37 ----- .18 -- 
 .08 .17 -- -.10-.42 .18 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A5  
Predictive Validity for g and Performance Outcomes 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
             
All 2,718 17 .11 .15 .15 .17 .05-.24 -.07-.37 .15 .18 
 .15 .20 .16 .10-.29 .20 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 33 1 .26 -- .35 -- -.09-.71 ----- .37 -- 
 .26 .35 -- -.09-.71 .37 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,430 15 .12 .15 .17 .18 .06-.27 -.06-.40 .17 .19 
 .15 .21 .16 .11-.32 .22 .17 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.19-.19 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.31-.31 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.19-.19 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.19-.19 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,463 16 .12 .15 .16 .17 .06-.26 -.06-.38 .17 .18 
 .16 .21 .16 .11-.30 .21 .16 
      Age: Below 40 1,603 8 .11 .17 .15 .21 -.01-.31 -.12-.42 .16 .22 
 .18 .25 .17 .09-.39 .25 .18 
      Age: 40 and above 131 1 .21 -- .30 -- .07-.50 ----- .31 -- 
 .21 .30 -- .07-.50 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,718 17 .11 .15 .15 .17 .05-.24 -.07-.37 .15 .18 
 .15 .20 .16 .10-.30 .21 .17 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,718 17 .11 .15 .16 .19 .05-.27 -.08-.40 .17 .19 
 .13 .19 .18 .08-.29 .20 .18 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All 1,307 3 -.01 .04 -.01 .00 -.06-.05 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.05-.06 .00 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,052 2 -.01 .05 -.01 .02 -.10-.08 -.04-.02 -.01 .02 
 .01 .01 .00 -.09-.10 .01 .00 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.19-.19 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.31-.31 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.19-.19 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.19-.19 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,052 2 -.01 .05 -.01 .02 -.09-.08 -.03-.01 -.01 .02 
 .01 .01 .00 -.08-.10 .01 .00 
      Age: Below 40 714 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.14-.06 ----- -.04 -- 
 -.03 -.04 -- -.31-.23 -.04 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,307 3 -.01 .04 -.01 .00 -.06-.05 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.05-.06 .01 .00 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 1,307 3 -.01 .04 -.01 .00 -.07-.05 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.06-.07 .00 .00 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
       
All 1,307 3 -.01 .04 -.01 .00 -.06-.05 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.05-.06 .00 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,052 2 -.01 .05 -.01 .02 -.10-.08 -.04-.02 -.01 .02 
 .01 .01 .00 -.09-.10 .01 .00 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.19-.19 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.31-.31 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.19-.19 ----- .00 -- 
 .00 .00 -- -.19-.19 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,052 2 -.01 .05 -.01 .02 -.09-.08 -.03-.01 -.01 .02 
 .01 .01 .00 -.08-.10 .01 .00 
      Age: Below 40 714 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.14-.06 ----- -.04 -- 
 -.03 -.04 -- -.31-.23 -.04 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,307 3 -.01 .04 -.01 .00 -.06-.05 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.05-.06 .01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 1,307 3 -.01 .04 -.01 .00 -.07-.05 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.06-.07 .00 .00 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
         
All 33 1 .26 -- .34 -- -.09-.70 ----- .36 -- 
 .26 .34 -- -.09-.70 .36 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 33 1 .26 -- .35 -- -.09-.71 ----- .37 -- 
 .26 .35 -- -.09-.71 .37 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 33 1 .26 -- .34 -- -.09-.70 ----- .36 -- 
 .26 .34 -- -.09-.70 .36 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 33 1 .26 -- .35 -- -.09-.70 ----- .36 -- 
 .26 .35 -- -.09-.70 .36 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 33 1 .26 -- .38 -- -.10-.74 ----- .39 -- 
 .26 .38 -- -.10-.74 .39 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
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All 1,411 14 .21 .14 .28 .12 .19-.37 .13-.44 .29 .13 
 .21 .28 .12 .19-.37 .29 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 33 1 .26 -- .35 -- -.09-.71 ----- .37 -- 
 .26 .35 -- -.09-.71 .37 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,378 13 .21 .14 .30 .11 .19-.39 .15-.44 .31 .12 
 .21 .30 .11 .19-.39 .31 .12 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,411 14 .21 .14 .28 .12 .19-.37 .13-.44 .29 .13 
 .21 .28 .12 .19-.37 .29 .13 
      Age: Below 40 889 7 .23 .14 .30 .14 .16-.43 .13-.48 .31 .14 
 .21 .29 .15 .13-.43 .29 .15 
      Age: 40 and above 131 1 .21 -- .30 -- .07-.50 ----- .31 -- 
 .21 .30 -- .07-.50 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,411 14 .21 .14 .28 .12 .19-.37 .13-.44 .29 .13 
 .21 .28 .12 .19-.37 .29 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 1,411 14 .21 .14 .31 .11 .21-.41 .16-.46 .32 .12 
 .21 .31 .11 .21-.41 .32 .12 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
        
All 1,278 12 .25 .11 .32 .07 .24-.40 .23-.41 .33 .07 
 .25 .32 .07 .24-.40 .33 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,278 12 .25 .11 .34 .00 .26-.42 .34-.34 .35 .00 
 .25 .34 .00 .26-.42 .35 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,278 12 .25 .11 .32 .07 .24-.40 .23-.41 .33 .07 
 .25 .32 .07 .24-.40 .33 .07 
      Age: Below 40 789 6 .26 .10 .35 .04 .24-.45 .29-.40 .36 .04 
 .26 .35 .00 .23-.45 .36 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 131 1 .21 -- .30 -- .07-.50 ----- .31 -- 
 .21 .30 -- .07-.50 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,278 12 .25 .11 .32 .07 .24-.40 .23-.42 .34 .07 
 .25 .32 .07 .24-.40 .34 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 1,278 12 .25 .11 .35 .03 .27-.44 .31-.40 .37 .04 
 .25 .35 .03 .27-.44 .37 .04 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
        
All 100 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.33-.19 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.05 -.07 -- -.33-.19 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 100 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.35-.20 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.05 -.08 -- -.35-.20 -.08 -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 100 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.33-.19 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.05 -.07 -- -.33-.19 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.33-.19 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.05 -.07 -- -.34-.20 -.08 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 100 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.33-.19 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.05 -.07 -- -.33-.19 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 100 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.36-.21 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.05 -.08 -- -.36-.21 -.08 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
        
All 75 1 -.13 -- -.17 -- -.45-.13 ----- -.18 -- 
 -.13 -.17 -- -.45-.13 -.18 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 75 1 -.13 -- -.18 -- -.48-.13 ----- -.19 -- 
 -.13 -.18 -- -.48-.13 -.19 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 75 1 -.13 -- -.17 -- -.45-.13 ----- -.18 -- 
 -.13 -.17 -- -.45-.13 -.18 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 75 1 -.13 -- -.18 -- -.46-.13 ----- -.18 -- 
 -.13 -.18 -- -.46-.13 -.18 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 75 1 -.13 -- -.19 -- -.50-.14 ----- -.20 -- 
 -.13 -.19 -- -.50-.14 -.20 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
        
All 47,563 18 -.02 .04 -.04 .05 -.07--.01 -.11-.03 -.04 .05 
 -.01 -.01 .07 -.07-.05 -.01 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 3,751 8 .01 .06 .02 .07 -.05-.08 -.07-.10 .02 .07 
 .02 .02 .05 -.04-.09 .03 .05 
      Complexity: Low 1,772 4 -.03 .09 -.05 .13 -.19-.09 -.22-.11 -.05 .13 
 -.05 -.07 .00 -.21-.07 -.07 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military 46,061 14 -.03 .04 -.04 .05 -.07--.01 -.10-.02 -.04 .05 
 -.02 -.03 .10 -.10-.03 -.04 .11 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,502 4 .03 .10 .04 .11 -.09-.17 -.11-.18 .04 .12 
 .04 .05 .11 -.09-.19 .05 .11 
      Age: Below 40 39,781 3 -.03 .00 -.04 .00 -.04--.04 -.04--.04 -.04 .00 
 -.04 -.05 .00 -.09--.02 -.06 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 47,123 17 -.02 .04 -.04 .05 -.07--.01 -.11-.03 -.04 .06 
 -.01 -.01 .08 -.07-.05 -.01 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes 440 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.17-.11 ----- -.03 -- 
 -.02 -.03 -- -.23-.17 -.03 -- 
      Context: Research 4,362 9 .01 .08 .01 .10 -.07-.09 -.11-.14 .01 .10 
 .01 .01 .06 -.07-.09 .01 .06 
      Context: Admin. 41,782 8 -.02 .02 -.04 .03 -.06--.01 -.07-.00 -.04 .03 
 .00 .00 .10 -.09-.10 .00 .11 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All 306 1 -.33 -- -.43 -- -.54--.30 ----- -.44 -- 
 -.33 -.43 -- -.56--.28 -.44 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 306 1 -.33 -- -.43 -- -.54--.30 ----- -.44 -- 
 -.33 -.43 -- -.55--.29 -.44 -- 
      Age: Below 40 306 1 -.33 -- -.43 -- -.55--.31 ----- -.44 -- 
 -.33 -.43 -- -.63--.21 -.45 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 306 1 -.33 -- -.43 -- -.54--.31 ----- -.44 -- 
 -.33 -.43 -- -.56--.28 -.44 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 306 1 -.33 -- -.46 -- -.58--.33 ----- -.48 -- 
 -.33 -.46 -- -.58--.33 -.48 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
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All 604 7 .26 .19 .47 .23 .22-.68 .17-.76 .48 .24 
 .26 .47 .23 .22-.68 .49 .24 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 604 7 .26 .19 .48 .22 .22-.69 .19-.76 .49 .23 
 .26 .48 .22 .22-.69 .49 .23 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .03-.51 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .03-.51 .30 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 362 6 .33 .21 .56 .21 .29-.78 .30-.83 .59 .22 
 .33 .56 .21 .29-.78 .59 .22 
      Age: Below 40 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.78 ----- .48 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.78 .48 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 604 7 .26 .19 .47 .23 .22-.68 .18-.76 .48 .24 
 .26 .48 .23 .23-.69 .49 .24 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 539 6 .26 .21 .47 .26 .17-.71 .14-.80 .48 .27 
 .26 .47 .26 .17-.71 .48 .27 
      Context: Admin. 65 1 .26 -- .50 -- .06-.80 ----- .51 -- 
 .26 .50 -- .06-.80 .51 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All 297 5 .35 .24 .59 .25 .26-.84 .27-.91 .61 .26 
 .35 .59 .25 .26-.84 .61 .26 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 297 5 .35 .24 .60 .24 .26-.85 .29-.91 .62 .25 
 .35 .60 .24 .26-.85 .62 .25 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 297 5 .35 .24 .59 .25 .26-.84 .27-.91 .61 .26 
 .35 .59 .25 .26-.84 .61 .26 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 297 5 .35 .24 .59 .25 .26-.84 .27-.91 .61 .26 
 .35 .59 .25 .26-.84 .61 .26 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 297 5 .35 .24 .58 .24 .25-.84 .27-.89 .60 .25 
 .35 .58 .24 .25-.84 .60 .25 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.77 ----- .47 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.77 .47 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 65 1 .26 -- .47 -- .06-.78 ----- .48 -- 
 .26 .47 -- .06-.78 .48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.77 ----- .47 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.77 .47 -- 
      Age: Below 40 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.78 ----- .48 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.78 .48 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.77 ----- .48 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.77 .48 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 65 1 .26 -- .50 -- .06-.80 ----- .51 -- 
 .26 .50 -- .06-.80 .51 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
      
All 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.77 ----- .47 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.77 .47 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 65 1 .26 -- .47 -- .06-.78 ----- .48 -- 
 .26 .47 -- .06-.78 .48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.77 ----- .47 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.77 .47 -- 
      Age: Below 40 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.78 ----- .48 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.78 .48 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .26 -- .46 -- .06-.77 ----- .48 -- 
 .26 .46 -- .06-.77 .48 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 65 1 .26 -- .50 -- .06-.80 ----- .51 -- 
 .26 .50 -- .06-.80 .51 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .03-.51 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .02-.52 .30 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .04-.52 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .04-.52 .30 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .03-.51 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .03-.51 .30 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .03-.51 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .02-.53 .30 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 242 1 .14 -- .30 -- .04-.53 ----- .31 -- 
 .14 .30 -- .04-.53 .31 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
  
All 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .03-.51 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .02-.52 .30 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .04-.52 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .04-.52 .30 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .03-.51 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .03-.51 .30 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 242 1 .14 -- .29 -- .03-.51 ----- .30 -- 
 .14 .29 -- .02-.53 .30 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 242 1 .14 -- .30 -- .04-.53 ----- .31 -- 
 .14 .30 -- .04-.53 .31 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All 4,362 9 .03 .04 .05 .00 .01-.10 .05-.05 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.09 .05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,297 5 .02 .03 .04 .00 -.01-.08 .04-.04 .04 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 .00-.08 .04 .00 
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      Complexity: Low 1,517 3 .02 .04 .05 .00 -.04-.14 .05-.05 .05 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.04-.13 .05 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 4,362 9 .03 .04 .05 .00 .01-.10 .05-.05 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,922 8 .03 .04 .06 .00 .01-.11 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 440 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 -- 
 .02 .04 -- -.21-.28 .04 -- 
      Context: Research 4,362 9 .03 .04 .06 .00 .01-.10 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All 4,362 9 .03 .04 .05 .00 .01-.10 .05-.05 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.09 .05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,297 5 .02 .03 .04 .00 -.01-.08 .04-.04 .04 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 .00-.08 .04 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,517 3 .02 .04 .05 .00 -.04-.14 .05-.05 .05 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.04-.13 .05 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 4,362 9 .03 .04 .05 .00 .01-.10 .05-.05 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,922 8 .03 .04 .06 .00 .01-.11 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 440 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 -- 
 .02 .04 -- -.21-.28 .04 -- 
      Context: Research 4,362 9 .03 .04 .06 .00 .01-.10 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
 
All 4,362 9 .03 .04 .05 .00 .01-.10 .05-.05 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.09 .05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,297 5 .02 .03 .04 .00 -.01-.08 .04-.04 .04 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 .00-.08 .04 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,517 3 .02 .04 .05 .00 -.04-.14 .05-.05 .05 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.04-.13 .05 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 4,362 9 .03 .04 .05 .00 .01-.10 .05-.05 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,922 8 .03 .04 .06 .00 .01-.11 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 440 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 -- 
 .02 .04 -- -.21-.28 .04 -- 
      Context: Research 4,362 9 .03 .04 .06 .00 .01-.10 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Performance Outcomes Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A6 
Predictive Validity for g and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents   
               
All 3,893 3 .00 .02 .00 .00 -.04-.03 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.01-.08 .04 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 544 2 .04 .00 .06 .00 .06-.06 .06-.06 .06 .00 
 .04 .06 .00 .06-.06 .06 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.06-.04 ----- -.01 -- 
 -.01 -.01 -- -.12-.10 -.01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 544 2 .04 .00 .05 .00 .05-.05 .05-.05 .06 .00 
 .04 .05 .00 .05-.05 .06 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,893 3 .00 .02 .00 .00 -.04-.03 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .02 .04 .00 -.01-.08 .04 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,893 3 .00 .02 .00 .00 -.04-.03 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .02 .03 .00 -.02-.08 .03 .00 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
              
All 3,534 2 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.04-.02 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 185 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.15-.26 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .06 -- -.15-.26 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.06-.04 ----- -.01 -- 
 -.01 -.01 -- -.12-.10 -.01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 185 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.14-.24 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.14-.24 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,534 2 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.04-.02 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,534 2 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.04-.02 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .01 .01 .00 -.05-.08 .01 .00 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
           
All 3,534 2 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.04-.02 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 185 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.15-.26 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .06 -- -.15-.26 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.06-.04 ----- -.01 -- 
 -.01 -.01 -- -.12-.10 -.01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 185 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.14-.24 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.14-.24 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,534 2 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.04-.02 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,534 2 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.04-.02 -.01--.01 -.01 .00 
 .01 .01 .00 -.05-.08 .01 .00 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
             
All 359 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.08-.19 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.12-.23 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 359 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.09-.20 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .06 -- -.11-.22 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 359 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.08-.19 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.11-.21 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 359 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.13-.23 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 359 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.09-.21 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .06 -- -.09-.21 .06 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
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All 359 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.08-.19 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.12-.23 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 359 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.09-.20 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .06 -- -.11-.22 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 359 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.08-.19 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.11-.21 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 359 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .05 -- -.13-.23 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 359 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.09-.21 ----- .06 -- 
 .04 .06 -- -.09-.21 .06 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A7 
Predictive Validity for g and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
             
All 59 1 .35 -- .59 -- .23-.87 ----- .61 -- 
 .35 .59 -- .23-.87 .61 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 59 1 .35 -- .60 -- .23-.87 ----- .63 -- 
 .35 .60 -- .23-.87 .63 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 59 1 .35 -- .59 -- .23-.87 ----- .61 -- 
 .35 .59 -- .23-.87 .61 -- 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 .35 -- .60 -- .23-.87 ----- .62 -- 
 .35 .60 -- .23-.87 .62 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 59 1 .35 -- .60 -- .23-.87 ----- .62 -- 
 .35 .60 -- .23-.87 .62 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 59 1 .35 -- .58 -- .22-.86 ----- .60 -- 
 .35 .58 -- .22-.86 .60 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
        
All 59 1 .35 -- .59 -- .23-.87 ----- .61 -- 
 .35 .59 -- .23-.87 .61 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 59 1 .35 -- .60 -- .23-.87 ----- .63 -- 
 .35 .60 -- .23-.87 .63 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 59 1 .35 -- .59 -- .23-.87 ----- .61 -- 
 .35 .59 -- .23-.87 .61 -- 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 .35 -- .60 -- .23-.87 ----- .62 -- 
 .35 .60 -- .23-.87 .62 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 59 1 .35 -- .60 -- .23-.87 ----- .62 -- 
 .35 .60 -- .23-.87 .62 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 59 1 .35 -- .58 -- .22-.86 ----- .60 -- 
 .35 .58 -- .22-.86 .60 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A8 
Predictive Validity of g and Absences/Tardiness 
   
Sample Size Weighted 
 
Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences   
               
All 526 2 .00 .13 .00 .15 -.24-.23 -.20-.19 .00 .16 
 .02 .02 .15 -.22-.27 .02 .16 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 526 2 .00 .13 .00 .16 -.25-.24 -.21-.20 .00 .17 
 .00 .01 .16 -.25-.26 .01 .17 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 526 2 .00 .13 .00 .15 -.24-.23 -.20-.19 .00 .16 
 .01 .01 .15 -.23-.25 .01 .16 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 526 2 .00 .13 .00 .15 -.24-.23 -.20-.19 .00 .16 
 .02 .02 .15 -.22-.27 .03 .16 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 526 2 .00 .13 .00 .17 -.27-.26 -.22-.21 .00 .17 
 .00 .00 .17 -.27-.26 .00 .17 
Objective--Excused Absences   
               
All 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.25-.03 ----- -.11 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.28-.07 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.26-.04 ----- -.12 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.27-.05 -.12 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.25-.03 ----- -.11 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.26-.05 -.11 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.25-.03 ----- -.11 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.28-.07 -.11 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 341 1 -.08 -- -.12 -- -.27-.04 ----- -.12 -- 
 -.08 -.12 -- -.27-.04 -.12 -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
            
All 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.25-.03 ----- -.11 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.28-.07 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.26-.04 ----- -.12 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.27-.05 -.12 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.25-.03 ----- -.11 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.26-.05 -.11 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 341 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.25-.03 ----- -.11 -- 
 -.08 -.11 -- -.28-.07 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 341 1 -.08 -- -.12 -- -.27-.04 ----- -.12 -- 
 -.08 -.12 -- -.27-.04 -.12 -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
            
All 526 2 .00 .12 .00 .14 -.22-.23 -.18-.18 .00 .15 
 .02 .03 .14 -.20-.26 .03 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 526 2 .00 .12 .00 .15 -.23-.24 -.19-.20 .00 .15 
 .01 .02 .15 -.23-.26 .02 .16 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 526 2 .00 .12 .00 .14 -.22-.23 -.18-.18 .00 .15 
 .01 .02 .14 -.21-.25 .02 .15 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 526 2 .00 .12 .00 .14 -.22-.23 -.18-.19 .00 .15 
 .02 .03 .14 -.20-.27 .03 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 526 2 .00 .12 .01 .16 -.24-.25 -.20-.21 .01 .16 
 .00 .01 .16 -.24-.25 .01 .16 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
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All 341 1 -.06 -- -.08 -- -.22-.06 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.06 -.08 -- -.25-.10 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 341 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.23-.07 ----- -.09 -- 
 -.06 -.09 -- -.25-.08 -.09 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 341 1 -.06 -- -.08 -- -.22-.06 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.06 -.08 -- -.24-.08 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 341 1 -.06 -- -.08 -- -.22-.06 ----- -.08 -- 
 -.06 -.08 -- -.26-.10 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 341 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.24-.07 ----- -.09 -- 
 -.06 -.09 -- -.24-.07 -.09 -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
          
All 185 1 .12 -- .16 -- -.03-.34 ----- .17 -- 
 .12 .16 -- -.03-.34 .17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 185 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.03-.36 ----- .18 -- 
 .12 .17 -- -.03-.36 .18 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 185 1 .12 -- .16 -- -.03-.34 ----- .17 -- 
 .12 .16 -- -.03-.34 .17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 185 1 .12 -- .16 -- -.03-.35 ----- .17 -- 
 .12 .16 -- -.03-.35 .17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 185 1 .12 -- .18 -- -.03-.38 ----- .18 -- 
 .12 .18 -- -.03-.38 .18 -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
  629 
 
All 1,025 3 .03 .09 .06 .12 -.11-.22 -.10-.21 .06 .12 
 .08 .13 .11 -.05-.32 .14 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 174 1 .16 -- .27 -- .03-.49 ----- .28 -- 
 .16 .27 -- .03-.49 .28 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,025 3 .03 .09 .06 .12 -.11-.22 -.10-.21 .06 .12 
 .07 .12 .12 -.07-.31 .13 .12 
      Age: Below 40 851 2 .01 .08 .01 .10 -.16-.19 -.11-.14 .02 .10 
 .07 .12 .10 -.15-.38 .12 .10 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,025 3 .03 .09 .06 .12 -.11-.22 -.10-.21 .06 .13 
 .08 .14 .11 -.05-.32 .14 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,025 3 .03 .09 .05 .12 -.11-.22 -.09-.20 .06 .12 
 .08 .12 .11 -.06-.30 .13 .11 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All 751 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.13-.10 ----- -.02 -- 
 -.01 -.02 -- -.23-.20 -.02 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 751 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.13-.10 ----- -.02 -- 
 -.01 -.02 -- -.21-.18 -.02 -- 
      Age: Below 40 751 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.14-.10 ----- -.02 -- 
 -.01 -.02 -- -.34-.31 -.02 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 751 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.13-.10 ----- -.02 -- 
 -.01 -.02 -- -.24-.20 -.02 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 751 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.13-.10 ----- -.02 -- 
 -.01 -.02 -- -.21-.18 -.02 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscelleneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All 100 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.06-.53 ----- .26 -- 
 .16 .25 -- -.06-.53 .26 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  630 
 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 100 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.06-.53 ----- .26 -- 
 .16 .25 -- -.06-.53 .26 -- 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.06-.54 ----- .26 -- 
 .16 .25 -- -.06-.54 .26 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 100 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.06-.53 ----- .26 -- 
 .16 .25 -- -.06-.53 .26 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 100 1 .16 -- .24 -- -.06-.52 ----- .25 -- 
 .16 .24 -- -.06-.52 .25 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
            
All 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.17-.26 .05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.14-.24 .05 -- 
      Age: Below 40 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.27-.37 .05 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.17-.27 .05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.15 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.15-.24 .05 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.17-.26 .05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.14-.24 .05 -- 
  631 
 
      Age: Below 40 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.27-.37 .05 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.16 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.17-.27 .05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 837 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.06-.15 ----- .05 -- 
 .03 .05 -- -.15-.24 .05 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscelleneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A9 
Predictive Ability of g and Attrition 
   
Sample Size Weighted 
 
Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition   
               
All 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.10 -.15 .00 -.19--.10 -.15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 129 1 -.13 -- -.20 -- -.44-.07 ----- -.20 -- 
 -.13 -.20 -- -.44-.07 -.20 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.09 -.13 .00 -.18--.09 -.14 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.10 -.15 .00 -.19--.10 -.15 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.09 -.14 .00 -.19--.09 -.14 .00 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
             
All 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.10 -.15 .00 -.19--.10 -.15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 129 1 -.13 -- -.20 -- -.44-.07 ----- -.20 -- 
 -.13 -.20 -- -.44-.07 -.20 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.09 -.13 .00 -.18--.09 -.14 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.10 -.15 .00 -.19--.10 -.15 .00 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 4,522 5 -.07 .04 -.11 .02 -.16--.07 -.14--.09 -.12 .02 
 -.09 -.14 .00 -.19--.09 -.14 .00 
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Table A10 
Predictive Validity of g and Miscellaneous Other 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted 
 
Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscelleneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All 1,218 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.06-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00 
 .04 .06 .00 -.03-.15 .06 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,218 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.06-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00 
 .02 .03 .00 -.06-.12 .03 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,218 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.06-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00 
 .04 .06 .00 -.03-.15 .06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 1,218 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.06-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00 
 .03 .05 .00 -.04-.14 .05 .00 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All 519 1 -.06 -- -.13 -- -.30-.05 ----- -.13 -- 
 -.06 -.13 -- -.39-.15 -.13 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 -.06 -- -.13 -- -.30-.05 ----- -.13 -- 
 -.06 -.13 -- -.30-.05 -.13 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 -.06 -- -.13 -- -.30-.05 ----- -.13 -- 
 -.06 -.13 -- -.39-.16 -.13 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
           
All 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.71 .45-.45 .46 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.71 .46 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 63 4 .26 .19 .46 .00 .13-.72 .46-.46 .47 .00 
 .26 .46 .00 .13-.72 .47 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.71 .45-.45 .46 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.71 .46 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.72 .45-.45 .47 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.72 .47 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.71 .45-.45 .47 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.71 .47 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .26 .19 .44 .00 .13-.70 .44-.44 .45 .00 
 .26 .44 .00 .13-.70 .45 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
       
All 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.71 .45-.45 .46 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.71 .46 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 63 4 .26 .19 .46 .00 .13-.72 .46-.46 .47 .00 
 .26 .46 .00 .13-.72 .47 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.71 .45-.45 .46 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.71 .46 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.72 .45-.45 .47 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.72 .47 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .26 .19 .45 .00 .13-.71 .45-.45 .47 .00 
 .26 .45 .00 .13-.71 .47 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .26 .19 .44 .00 .13-.70 .44-.44 .45 .00 
 .26 .44 .00 .13-.70 .45 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
       
All 8,642 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.21--.12 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.08 -.17 -- -.42-.11 -.17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.21--.12 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.08 -.17 -- -.31--.02 -.17 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.21--.12 ----- -.17 -- 
 -.08 -.17 -- -.43-.11 -.17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.22--.13 ----- -.18 -- 
 -.08 -.17 -- -.42-.10 -.18 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
        
All 968 2 .09 .04 .15 .00 .05-.26 .15-.15 .16 .00 
 .07 .12 .00 -.07-.31 .13 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 968 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .05-.27 .16-.16 .17 .00 
 .08 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .15 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 968 2 .09 .04 .15 .00 .05-.26 .15-.15 .16 .00 
 .07 .13 .00 -.05-.30 .14 .00 
      Age: Below 40 45 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.59-.44 ----- -.10 -- 
 -.05 -.09 -- -.59-.44 -.10 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 968 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .05-.26 .16-.16 .16 .00 
 .07 .12 .00 -.07-.31 .13 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 968 2 .09 .04 .15 .00 .05-.25 .15-.15 .16 .00 
 .07 .12 .00 -.06-.30 .13 .00 
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Table A11 
Predictive Validity for Gf and Performance Determinants 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
           
All 242,032 328 .60 .08 .60 .07 .59-.61 .52-.69 .69 .07  .60 .60 .07 .59-.61 .69 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 4,350 16 .69 .06 .69 .00 .66-.72 .69-.69 .79 .00  .69 .69 .00 .66-.72 .79 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 126,531 166 .63 .08 .63 .05 .61-.64 .56-.70 .71 .06  .63 .63 .05 .61-.64 .71 .06 
      Complexity: Low 50,291 44 .55 .08 .55 .06 .53-.58 .47-.63 .63 .07  .55 .55 .06 .53-.58 .63 .07 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 240,766 319 .60 .08 .60 .06 .59-.61 .52-.68 .69 .07  .60 .60 .06 .59-.61 .69 .07 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,266 9 .38 .21 .49 .23 .32-.64 .19-.79 .51 .24  .38 .49 .23 .32-.65 .51 .25 
      Age: Below 40 297 2 .04 .09 .06 .06 -.15-.26 -.02-.13 .06 .06  .06 .10 .00 -.14-.33 .11 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 216,222 306 .60 .08 .60 .06 .59-.61 .52-.68 .68 .07  .60 .60 .06 .59-.61 .68 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes 25,810 22 .66 .07 .66 .05 .64-.69 .61-.72 .77 .05  .66 .66 .05 .64-.69 .77 .05 
      Context: Research 4,201 15 .42 .13 .53 .12 .44-.62 .38-.69 .58 .13  .44 .54 .13 .45-.63 .60 .14 
      Context: Admin. 237,700 310 .60 .08 .60 .06 .60-.61 .52-.69 .69 .07  .60 .60 .06 .60-.61 .69 .07 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 4,350 16 .69 .06 .69 .00 .66-.72 .69-.69 .79 .00  .69 .69 .00 .66-.72 .79 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 4,350 16 .69 .06 .69 .00 .66-.72 .69-.69 .79 .00  .69 .69 .00 .66-.72 .79 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 4,350 16 .69 .06 .69 .00 .66-.72 .69-.69 .79 .00  .69 .69 .00 .66-.72 .79 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 4,350 16 .69 .06 .69 .00 .66-.72 .69-.69 .79 .00  .69 .69 .00 .66-.72 .79 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 126,531 166 .63 .08 .63 .05 .61-.64 .56-.70 .71 .06  .63 .63 .05 .61-.64 .71 .06 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 125,493 158 .63 .08 .63 .05 .62-.64 .56-.70 .71 .06  .63 .63 .05 .62-.64 .71 .06 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .15 -- .29 -- -.16-.64 ----- .30 --  .15 .29 -- -.16-.64 .30 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 99,683 136 .62 .07 .62 .05 .61-.63 .55-.69 .71 .06  .62 .62 .05 .61-.63 .71 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 25,810 22 .66 .07 .66 .05 .64-.69 .61-.72 .76 .05  .66 .66 .05 .64-.69 .76 .05 
                  Context: Research 965 4 .25 .04 .45 .00 .39-.50 .45-.45 .47 .00  .25 .45 .00 .39-.50 .47 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 124,528 154 .63 .08 .63 .05 .62-.64 .56-.70 .72 .06  .63 .63 .05 .62-.64 .72 .06 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,038 8 .46 .11 .59 .00 .50-.67 .59-.59 .62 .00  .46 .59 .00 .51-.68 .62 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,038 8 .46 .11 .59 .00 .50-.67 .59-.59 .62 .00  .46 .59 .00 .51-.67 .62 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 907 5 .46 .12 .59 .02 .47-.70 .56-.62 .62 .02  .46 .59 .02 .47-.70 .62 .02 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 50,291 44 .55 .08 .55 .06 .53-.58 .47-.63 .63 .07  .55 .55 .06 .53-.58 .63 .07 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 50,291 44 .55 .08 .55 .06 .53-.58 .47-.63 .63 .07  .55 .55 .06 .53-.58 .63 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 50,291 44 .55 .08 .55 .06 .53-.58 .47-.63 .63 .07  .55 .55 .06 .53-.58 .63 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,573 4 .59 .03 .64 .00 .61-.67 .64-.64 .73 .00  .59 .64 .00 .61-.67 .73 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 48,718 40 .55 .08 .55 .06 .53-.57 .47-.63 .62 .07  .55 .55 .06 .53-.57 .62 .07 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 3,655 38 .23 .14 .38 .12 .31-.45 .24-.53 .40 .12  .23 .38 .12 .31-.45 .40 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 644 8 .17 .16 .30 .17 .11-.48 .08-.52 .31 .18  .17 .30 .17 .11-.48 .31 .18 
      Complexity: Medium 1,532 15 .26 .10 .43 .00 .35-.50 .43-.43 .45 .00  .26 .43 .00 .35-.50 .45 .00 
      Complexity: Low 38 1 .51 -- .76 -- .43-1.00 ----- .80 --  .51 .76 -- .43-1.00 .80 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 186 2 .12 .01 .28 .00 .24-.32 .28-.28 .29 .00  .12 .28 .00 .24-.32 .29 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,469 36 .24 .14 .39 .12 .31-.46 .24-.54 .41 .12  .24 .39 .12 .31-.46 .41 .12 
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      Age: Below 40 434 4 .09 .14 .18 .19 -.10-.43 -.07-.42 .19 .20  .12 .24 .15 -.04-.49 .25 .16 
      Age: 40 and above 596 7 .22 .14 .35 .07 .19-.50 .26-.45 .37 .08  .22 .35 .07 .19-.50 .37 .08 
      Clerical Job: No 3,152 34 .23 .15 .39 .14 .31-.47 .21-.57 .41 .15  .23 .39 .14 .31-.47 .41 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 503 4 .24 .07 .34 .00 .24-.45 .34-.34 .36 .00  .24 .34 .00 .24-.45 .36 .00 
      Context: Research 2,755 24 .20 .14 .32 .11 .23-.40 .17-.46 .33 .12  .20 .32 .12 .23-.40 .33 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 355 5 .43 .09 .66 .00 .56-.76 .66-.66 .69 .00  .43 .66 .00 .56-.76 .69 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 355 5 .43 .09 .66 .00 .56-.76 .66-.66 .69 .00  .43 .66 .00 .56-.76 .69 .00 
      Age: Below 40 72 1 .33 -- .59 -- .24-.84 ----- .63 --  .33 .59 -- .24-.84 .63 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 355 5 .43 .09 .67 .00 .57-.77 .67-.67 .70 .00  .43 .67 .00 .57-.77 .70 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 285 4 .41 .09 .61 .00 .48-.73 .61-.61 .64 .00  .41 .61 .00 .48-.73 .64 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 3,300 33 .21 .13 .35 .10 .27-.42 .22-.48 .36 .11  .21 .35 .11 .27-.42 .36 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 644 8 .17 .16 .30 .17 .11-.48 .08-.52 .31 .18  .17 .30 .17 .11-.48 .31 .18 
      Complexity: Medium 1,532 15 .25 .10 .42 .00 .34-.50 .42-.42 .45 .00  .25 .43 .00 .34-.51 .45 .00 
      Complexity: Low 38 1 .51 -- .76 -- .43-1.00 ----- .80 --  .51 .76 -- .43-1.00 .80 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 186 2 .10 .03 .24 .00 .14-.33 .24-.24 .25 .00  .10 .24 .00 .14-.33 .25 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,114 31 .21 .14 .35 .11 .28-.43 .22-.49 .37 .11  .21 .35 .11 .28-.43 .37 .11 
      Age: Below 40 362 3 .03 .07 .07 .00 -.09-.22 .07-.07 .07 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.05-.26 .11 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 596 7 .23 .14 .36 .08 .20-.52 .26-.47 .38 .09  .23 .36 .08 .20-.52 .38 .09 
      Clerical Job: No 2,797 29 .20 .14 .35 .13 .26-.43 .18-.51 .36 .14  .20 .35 .13 .26-.43 .36 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes 503 4 .24 .07 .35 .00 .25-.45 .35-.35 .37 .00  .24 .35 .00 .25-.45 .37 .00 
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      Context: Research 2,470 20 .18 .13 .28 .10 .19-.36 .15-.40 .29 .10  .18 .28 .10 .19-.36 .29 .11 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All 2,075 17 .18 .14 .31 .16 .19-.41 .11-.51 .32 .16  .18 .31 .16 .20-.42 .33 .16 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 365 3 .11 .15 .19 .20 -.11-.48 -.07-.46 .20 .21  .11 .19 .20 -.11-.48 .20 .21 
      Complexity: Medium 1,123 9 .24 .12 .40 .00 .27-.52 .40-.40 .42 .00  .24 .40 .00 .27-.52 .42 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 186 2 .10 .03 .24 .00 .14-.33 .24-.24 .25 .00  .10 .24 .00 .14-.33 .25 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,889 15 .19 .15 .31 .17 .19-.43 .10-.52 .33 .17  .19 .31 .17 .19-.43 .33 .17 
      Age: Below 40 271 2 .03 .09 .05 .01 -.19-.30 .04-.07 .06 .01  .05 .10 .00 -.18-.37 .11 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 267 2 .25 .23 .40 .30 -.12-.83 .01-.78 .41 .32  .25 .40 .30 -.12-.83 .41 .32 
      Clerical Job: No 1,697 14 .18 .16 .31 .20 .16-.44 .05-.56 .32 .21  .18 .31 .20 .17-.45 .33 .21 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .20 .02 .29 .00 .25-.33 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .25-.33 .31 .00 
      Context: Research 1,876 14 .17 .14 .26 .15 .15-.38 .07-.45 .28 .16  .17 .27 .15 .15-.38 .28 .16 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
        
All 2,424 25 .25 .11 .40 .00 .33-.47 .40-.40 .42 .00  .25 .40 .00 .33-.47 .42 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 279 5 .25 .16 .43 .07 .20-.63 .34-.52 .45 .07  .25 .43 .07 .20-.63 .45 .07 
      Complexity: Medium 1,463 14 .27 .10 .44 .00 .36-.52 .44-.44 .46 .00  .27 .44 .00 .36-.52 .46 .00 
      Complexity: Low 38 1 .51 -- .76 -- .43-1.00 ----- .80 --  .51 .76 -- .43-1.00 .80 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,424 25 .25 .11 .40 .00 .33-.47 .40-.40 .42 .00  .25 .40 .00 .33-.47 .42 .00 
      Age: Below 40 91 1 .06 -- .11 -- -.29-.49 ----- .12 --  .06 .11 -- -.29-.49 .12 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 596 7 .23 .13 .36 .04 .21-.51 .31-.41 .38 .04  .23 .36 .04 .21-.51 .38 .04 
      Clerical Job: No 1,921 21 .24 .12 .41 .00 .32-.49 .41-.41 .43 .00  .24 .41 .00 .32-.49 .43 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 503 4 .25 .07 .36 .00 .25-.46 .36-.36 .37 .00  .25 .36 .00 .25-.46 .37 .00 
      Context: Research 1,793 15 .23 .10 .34 .00 .27-.42 .34-.34 .36 .00  .23 .34 .00 .27-.42 .36 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 981 7 .24 .08 .41 .00 .32-.49 .41-.41 .43 .00  .24 .40 .00 .31-.49 .42 .00 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 864 6 .25 .08 .42 .00 .32-.51 .42-.42 .43 .00  .25 .41 .00 .32-.51 .43 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .17 -- .38 -- -.02-.68 ----- .40 --  .17 .38 -- -.02-.68 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 864 6 .25 .08 .41 .00 .31-.50 .41-.41 .43 .00  .25 .41 .00 .31-.50 .43 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 21 1 .54 -- .79 -- .35-1.00 ----- .83 --  .54 .79 -- .35-1.00 .83 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 603 4 .28 .08 .48 .00 .35-.59 .48-.48 .50 .00  .27 .47 .00 .34-.60 .50 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .19 .02 .27 .00 .23-.31 .27-.27 .28 .00  .19 .27 .00 .23-.31 .28 .00 
      Context: Research 960 6 .23 .06 .37 .00 .29-.44 .37-.37 .39 .00  .23 .36 .00 .29-.44 .38 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
 
All 21 1 .54 -- .80 -- .36-1.00 ----- .84 --  .54 .80 -- .36-1.00 .84 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 21 1 .54 -- .81 -- .37-1.00 ----- .85 --  .54 .81 -- .37-1.00 .85 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 21 1 .54 -- .80 -- .36-1.00 ----- .84 --  .54 .80 -- .36-1.00 .84 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 21 1 .54 -- .79 -- .35-1.00 ----- .83 --  .54 .79 -- .35-1.00 .83 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 21 1 .54 -- .81 -- .37-1.00 ----- .85 --  .54 .81 -- .37-1.00 .85 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
All 495 4 .18 .02 .32 .00 .29-.36 .32-.32 .34 .00  .18 .32 .00 .29-.36 .34 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .19 .02 .31 .00 .27-.35 .31-.31 .33 .00  .19 .31 .00 .27-.35 .33 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .17 -- .38 -- -.02-.68 ----- .40 --  .17 .38 -- -.02-.68 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .19 .02 .31 .00 .27-.35 .31-.31 .32 .00  .19 .31 .00 .27-.35 .32 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 .17 -- .38 -- -.02-.68 ----- .40 --  .17 .38 -- -.02-.68 .40 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .19 .02 .27 .00 .23-.31 .27-.27 .28 .00  .19 .27 .00 .23-.31 .28 .00 
      Context: Research 495 4 .18 .02 .30 .00 .27-.33 .30-.30 .32 .00  .18 .30 .00 .27-.33 .32 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
   
All 465 2 .29 .00 .47 .00 .47-.47 .47-.47 .49 .00  .29 .47 .00 .47-.47 .49 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .29 .00 .48 .00 .48-.48 .48-.48 .50 .00  .29 .48 .00 .48-.48 .50 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .29 .00 .47 .00 .47-.47 .47-.47 .49 .00  .29 .47 .00 .47-.47 .49 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .29 .00 .48 .00 .48-.48 .48-.48 .50 .00  .29 .48 .00 .48-.48 .50 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .29 .00 .44 .00 .44-.44 .44-.44 .46 .00  .29 .44 .00 .44-.44 .46 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 553 6 .22 .12 .36 .00 .21-.51 .36-.36 .38 .00  .22 .36 .00 .21-.51 .38 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 408 5 .26 .11 .43 .00 .27-.57 .43-.43 .45 .00  .26 .43 .00 .27-.57 .45 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 553 6 .22 .12 .36 .00 .21-.51 .36-.36 .38 .00  .22 .36 .00 .21-.51 .38 .00 
      Age: Below 40 91 1 .14 -- .27 -- -.12-.61 ----- .29 --  .14 .27 -- -.12-.61 .29 -- 
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      Age: 40 and above 373 3 .20 .09 .32 .00 .16-.47 .32-.32 .33 .00  .20 .32 .00 .16-.47 .33 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 553 6 .22 .12 .37 .00 .22-.51 .37-.37 .39 .00  .22 .37 .00 .22-.51 .39 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 553 6 .22 .12 .33 .00 .19-.47 .33-.33 .35 .00  .22 .33 .00 .19-.47 .35 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
     
All 553 6 .22 .12 .36 .00 .21-.51 .36-.36 .38 .00  .22 .36 .00 .21-.51 .38 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 408 5 .26 .11 .43 .00 .27-.57 .43-.43 .45 .00  .26 .43 .00 .27-.57 .45 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 553 6 .22 .12 .36 .00 .21-.51 .36-.36 .38 .00  .22 .36 .00 .21-.51 .38 .00 
      Age: Below 40 91 1 .14 -- .27 -- -.12-.61 ----- .29 --  .14 .27 -- -.12-.61 .29 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 373 3 .20 .09 .32 .00 .16-.47 .32-.32 .33 .00  .20 .32 .00 .16-.47 .33 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 553 6 .22 .12 .37 .00 .22-.51 .37-.37 .39 .00  .22 .37 .00 .22-.51 .39 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 553 6 .22 .12 .33 .00 .19-.47 .33-.33 .35 .00  .22 .33 .00 .19-.47 .35 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.22-.62 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.22-.62 .23 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.22-.62 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.22-.62 .23 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.23-.63 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.23-.63 .23 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.20-.58 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.20-.58 .21 -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.22-.62 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.22-.62 .23 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.22-.62 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.22-.62 .23 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.23-.63 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.23-.63 .23 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.20-.58 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.20-.58 .21 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
       
All 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.22-.62 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.22-.62 .23 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.22-.62 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.22-.62 .23 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.23-.63 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.23-.63 .23 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.20-.58 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.20-.58 .21 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
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All 566 1 .06 -- .10 -- -.04-.23 ----- .10 --  .06 .10 -- -.13-.31 .10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .06 -- .10 -- -.04-.24 ----- .10 --  .06 .10 -- -.09-.28 .10 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 .06 -- .10 -- -.04-.23 ----- .10 --  .06 .10 -- -.10-.29 .10 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .06 -- .09 -- -.04-.22 ----- .09 --  .06 .09 -- -.16-.34 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 .06 -- .10 -- -.04-.24 ----- .10 --  .06 .10 -- -.13-.32 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 .06 -- .09 -- -.04-.21 ----- .09 --  .06 .09 -- -.10-.28 .09 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 566 1 .10 -- .16 -- .02-.29 ----- .17 --  .10 .16 -- -.06-.37 .17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .10 -- .17 -- .02-.30 ----- .17 --  .10 .17 -- -.02-.34 .17 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 .10 -- .16 -- .02-.29 ----- .17 --  .10 .16 -- -.04-.35 .17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .10 -- .15 -- .02-.28 ----- .16 --  .10 .15 -- -.10-.40 .16 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 .10 -- .16 -- .02-.30 ----- .17 --  .10 .16 -- -.07-.38 .17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 .10 -- .15 -- .02-.27 ----- .15 --  .10 .15 -- -.04-.33 .15 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
   
All 566 1 .10 -- .16 -- .02-.29 ----- .17 --  .10 .16 -- -.06-.37 .17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .10 -- .17 -- .02-.30 ----- .17 --  .10 .17 -- -.02-.34 .17 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 .10 -- .16 -- .02-.29 ----- .17 --  .10 .16 -- -.04-.35 .17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .10 -- .15 -- .02-.28 ----- .16 --  .10 .15 -- -.10-.40 .16 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 .10 -- .16 -- .02-.30 ----- .17 --  .10 .16 -- -.07-.38 .17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 .10 -- .15 -- .02-.27 ----- .15 --  .10 .15 -- -.04-.33 .15 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.17-.10 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.25-.19 -.04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.18-.11 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.22-.15 -.04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.17-.10 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.23-.17 -.04 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.16-.10 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.28-.22 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.18-.11 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.20 -.04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.16-.10 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.22-.16 -.03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
All 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.17-.10 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.25-.19 -.04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.18-.11 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.22-.15 -.04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.17-.10 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.23-.17 -.04 -- 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.16-.10 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.28-.22 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.18-.11 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.20 -.04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.16-.10 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.22-.16 -.03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A12 
Predictive Validity for Gf and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
             
All 4,016 18 .41 .07 .54 .00 .48-.60 .54-.54 .60 .00  .41 .54 .00 .48-.60 .60 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,166 12 .42 .05 .56 .00 .52-.59 .56-.56 .62 .00  .42 .56 .00 .52-.59 .62 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,583 4 .48 .05 .59 .00 .53-.66 .59-.59 .67 .00  .48 .59 .00 .53-.66 .67 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,872 8 .47 .05 .59 .00 .53-.65 .59-.59 .67 .00  .47 .59 .00 .53-.65 .67 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,144 10 .28 .09 .41 .00 .33-.49 .41-.41 .43 .00  .28 .41 .00 .33-.49 .43 .00 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .17 -- .35 -- -.14-.70 ----- .37 --  .17 .35 -- -.14-.70 .37 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 188 1 .14 -- .21 -- .00-.40 ----- .21 --  .14 .21 -- -.02-.43 .21 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,383 12 .45 .07 .58 .00 .51-.64 .58-.58 .65 .00  .45 .58 .00 .51-.64 .65 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 633 6 .24 .09 .32 .00 .22-.41 .32-.32 .33 .00  .24 .32 .00 .22-.41 .33 .00 
      Context: Research 3,623 13 .44 .07 .56 .00 .50-.62 .56-.56 .63 .00  .44 .56 .00 .50-.62 .63 .00 
      Context: Admin. 257 2 .15 .02 .29 .00 .24-.33 .29-.29 .30 .00  .15 .29 .00 .24-.33 .30 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,166 12 .42 .05 .56 .00 .52-.59 .56-.56 .62 .00  .42 .56 .00 .52-.59 .62 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .50 .00 .64 .00 .60-.66 .64-.64 .72 .00  .50 .64 .00 .60-.66 .72 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .17 -- .36 -- -.14-.72 ----- .38 --  .17 .36 -- -.14-.72 .38 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,210 3 .50 .00 .64 .00 .60-.66 .64-.64 .72 .00  .50 .64 .00 .60-.66 .72 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .52 .00 .65 .00 .65-.66 .65-.65 .74 .00  .52 .65 .00 .65-.66 .74 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 69 1 .17 -- .36 -- -.14-.72 ----- .38 --  .17 .36 -- -.14-.72 .38 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 956 9 .30 .07 .46 .00 .39-.52 .46-.46 .48 .00  .30 .46 .00 .39-.52 .48 .00 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 511 4 .32 .07 .48 .00 .38-.58 .48-.48 .51 .00  .32 .48 .00 .38-.58 .51 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 445 5 .28 .08 .42 .00 .33-.52 .42-.42 .44 .00  .28 .42 .00 .33-.52 .44 .00 
                  Context: Research 820 6 .31 .06 .47 .00 .40-.54 .47-.47 .49 .00  .31 .47 .00 .40-.54 .49 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,583 4 .48 .05 .59 .00 .53-.66 .59-.59 .67 .00  .48 .59 .00 .53-.66 .67 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,583 4 .48 .05 .59 .00 .53-.66 .59-.59 .67 .00  .48 .59 .00 .53-.66 .67 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,583 4 .48 .05 .59 .00 .53-.66 .59-.59 .67 .00  .48 .59 .00 .53-.66 .67 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,583 4 .48 .05 .59 .00 .53-.66 .59-.59 .67 .00  .48 .59 .00 .53-.66 .67 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
         
All 2,817 9 .39 .10 .45 .07 .37-.53 .36-.54 .51 .08  .39 .45 .07 .37-.53 .51 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 121 1 .44 -- .52 -- .27-.76 ----- .59 --  .44 .52 -- .27-.76 .59 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .40 .14 .47 .13 .33-.61 .30-.63 .53 .15  .40 .47 .13 .33-.61 .53 .15 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .36 .03 .42 .00 .36-.47 .42-.42 .47 .00  .36 .42 .00 .36-.47 .47 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,817 9 .39 .10 .45 .07 .37-.53 .36-.54 .51 .08  .39 .45 .07 .37-.53 .51 .08 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,554 8 .36 .06 .42 .00 .37-.47 .42-.42 .48 .00  .36 .42 .00 .37-.47 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .61 -- .71 -- .59-.83 ----- .82 --  .61 .71 -- .59-.83 .82 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,817 9 .39 .10 .45 .07 .37-.53 .36-.54 .51 .08  .39 .45 .07 .37-.53 .51 .08 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 121 1 .44 -- .52 -- .27-.76 ----- .59 --  .44 .52 -- .27-.76 .59 -- 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 121 1 .44 -- .52 -- .27-.76 ----- .59 --  .44 .52 -- .27-.76 .59 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 121 1 .44 -- .52 -- .27-.76 ----- .59 --  .44 .52 -- .27-.76 .59 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 121 1 .44 -- .52 -- .27-.76 ----- .59 --  .44 .52 -- .27-.76 .59 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .40 .14 .47 .13 .33-.61 .30-.63 .53 .15  .40 .47 .13 .33-.61 .53 .15 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,647 5 .40 .14 .47 .13 .33-.61 .30-.63 .53 .15  .40 .47 .13 .33-.61 .53 .15 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,384 4 .35 .08 .41 .01 .31-.50 .39-.42 .46 .01  .35 .41 .01 .31-.50 .46 .01 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .61 -- .71 -- .59-.83 ----- .81 --  .61 .71 -- .59-.83 .81 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,647 5 .40 .14 .47 .13 .33-.61 .30-.63 .53 .15  .40 .47 .13 .33-.61 .53 .15 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .36 .03 .42 .00 .36-.47 .42-.42 .47 .00  .36 .42 .00 .36-.47 .47 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 949 2 .36 .03 .42 .00 .36-.47 .42-.42 .47 .00  .36 .42 .00 .36-.47 .47 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 949 2 .36 .03 .42 .00 .36-.47 .42-.42 .47 .00  .36 .42 .00 .36-.47 .47 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 949 2 .36 .03 .42 .00 .36-.47 .42-.42 .47 .00  .36 .42 .00 .36-.47 .47 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
           
All 524 8 -.01 .16 -.02 .16 -.19-.15 -.22-.18 -.02 .16  -.01 -.02 .16 -.19-.15 -.02 .16 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 50 1 .25 -- .38 -- -.03-.72 ----- .40 --  .25 .38 -- -.03-.72 .40 -- 
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      Complexity: Low 407 6 -.07 .13 -.11 .06 -.26-.05 -.19--.03 -.11 .06  -.06 -.09 .04 -.26-.08 -.10 .04 
      Sample Type: USES 184 5 .07 .20 .12 .18 -.17-.39 -.11-.34 .12 .19  .07 .12 .18 -.17-.39 .12 .19 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 340 3 -.06 .13 -.09 .13 -.30-.13 -.26-.08 -.10 .14  -.06 -.09 .13 -.30-.13 -.10 .14 
      Age: Below 40 184 5 .07 .20 .12 .18 -.17-.39 -.11-.35 .12 .19  .07 .12 .18 -.17-.39 .12 .19 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 474 7 -.04 .14 -.07 .11 -.23-.10 -.21-.08 -.07 .12  -.04 -.07 .11 -.23-.10 -.07 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 50 1 .25 -- .38 -- -.03-.72 ----- .40 --  .25 .38 -- -.03-.72 .40 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 524 8 -.01 .16 -.03 .18 -.22-.17 -.25-.20 -.03 .19  -.01 -.03 .18 -.22-.17 -.03 .19 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 50 1 .25 -- .38 -- -.03-.72 ----- .40 --  .25 .38 -- -.03-.72 .40 -- 
            Sample Type: USES 50 1 .25 -- .38 -- -.03-.72 ----- .40 --  .25 .38 -- -.03-.72 .40 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 50 1 .25 -- .38 -- -.03-.72 ----- .40 --  .25 .38 -- -.03-.72 .40 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 50 1 .25 -- .38 -- -.03-.72 ----- .40 --  .25 .38 -- -.03-.72 .40 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 50 1 .25 -- .38 -- -.03-.72 ----- .40 --  .25 .38 -- -.03-.72 .40 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 407 6 -.07 .13 -.11 .06 -.26-.05 -.19--.03 -.11 .06  -.06 -.09 .04 -.26-.08 -.10 .04 
            Sample Type: USES 134 4 .01 .20 .01 .14 -.30-.32 -.17-.20 .01 .15  .01 .01 .14 -.30-.32 .01 .15 
                  Age: Below 40 134 4 .01 .20 .01 .14 -.30-.32 -.17-.20 .01 .15  .01 .01 .14 -.30-.32 .01 .15 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 134 4 .01 .20 .01 .14 -.30-.32 -.17-.20 .01 .15  .01 .01 .14 -.30-.32 .01 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 134 4 .01 .20 .01 .14 -.30-.32 -.17-.20 .01 .15  .01 .01 .14 -.30-.32 .01 .15 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 273 2 -.11 .06 -.16 .00 -.28--.05 -.16--.16 -.17 .00  -.11 -.16 .00 -.27--.05 -.17 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 273 2 -.11 .06 -.16 .00 -.28--.05 -.16--.16 -.17 .00  -.11 -.16 .00 -.28--.05 -.17 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 273 2 -.11 .06 -.16 .00 -.28--.05 -.16--.16 -.17 .00  -.11 -.16 .00 -.28--.05 -.17 .00 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
           
All 8,206 56 .18 .12 .31 .10 .25-.36 .17-.44 .32 .11  .20 .34 .06 .29-.39 .36 .06 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,448 12 .15 .09 .27 .06 .18-.36 .19-.35 .28 .07  .17 .29 .08 .18-.40 .30 .09 
      Complexity: Medium 3,144 23 .19 .15 .33 .17 .22-.43 .11-.55 .34 .18  .20 .36 .12 .26-.45 .37 .12 
      Complexity: Low 534 8 .19 .09 .33 .00 .23-.42 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.44 .35 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 379 5 .26 .11 .45 .00 .29-.60 .45-.45 .47 .00  .22 .39 .00 .22-.54 .41 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 1,080 3 .03 .15 .06 .33 -.33-.43 -.36-.48 .06 .35  .03 .06 .33 -.33-.43 .06 .35 
      Sample Type: Civilian 6,747 48 .20 .10 .33 .00 .28-.37 .33-.33 .34 .00  .21 .35 .00 .30-.39 .36 .00 
      Age: Below 40 2,477 18 .18 .17 .35 .24 .20-.49 .04-.66 .37 .26  .20 .38 .08 .26-.49 .41 .08 
      Age: 40 and above 2,567 11 .16 .09 .26 .04 .18-.34 .21-.32 .27 .04  .20 .31 .00 .21-.42 .33 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 6,846 47 .16 .12 .29 .12 .23-.35 .14-.44 .30 .13  .19 .33 .08 .27-.38 .34 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,360 9 .25 .08 .36 .00 .29-.44 .36-.36 .38 .00  .25 .36 .00 .29-.44 .38 .00 
      Context: Research 5,943 42 .17 .11 .26 .08 .21-.32 .17-.36 .28 .08  .18 .28 .00 .23-.33 .30 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,448 12 .15 .09 .27 .06 .18-.36 .19-.35 .28 .07  .17 .29 .08 .18-.40 .30 .09 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,448 12 .15 .09 .27 .06 .18-.36 .19-.35 .28 .07  .18 .31 .09 .19-.42 .32 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 276 3 .30 .19 .50 .20 .15-.79 .25-.75 .53 .21  .30 .50 .20 .15-.79 .53 .21 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,783 3 .14 .04 .23 .00 .15-.31 .23-.23 .24 .00  .15 .25 .00 .15-.35 .26 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,448 12 .15 .09 .27 .06 .18-.36 .19-.35 .28 .07  .18 .31 .09 .19-.42 .32 .09 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,533 8 .14 .05 .25 .00 .19-.30 .25-.25 .26 .00  .13 .23 .00 .15-.30 .24 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 3,144 23 .19 .15 .33 .17 .22-.43 .11-.55 .34 .18  .20 .36 .12 .26-.45 .37 .12 
            Sample Type: USES 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .31-.80 .61 -- 
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                  Age: Below 40 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .30-.80 .61 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .39-.74 .61 -- 
                  Context: Research 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .31-.79 .61 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,498 21 .23 .09 .38 .00 .32-.44 .38-.38 .40 .00  .23 .38 .00 .32-.44 .40 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 908 5 .23 .09 .38 .00 .25-.51 .38-.38 .40 .00  .23 .38 .00 .25-.51 .40 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 315 5 .32 .10 .52 .00 .38-.65 .52-.52 .54 .00  .32 .52 .00 .38-.65 .54 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,569 15 .24 .10 .39 .00 .31-.48 .39-.39 .41 .00  .24 .40 .00 .31-.48 .41 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 929 6 .21 .07 .36 .00 .27-.44 .36-.36 .37 .00  .21 .35 .00 .27-.44 .37 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,921 15 .21 .08 .36 .00 .29-.42 .36-.36 .37 .00  .21 .36 .00 .29-.42 .37 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 534 8 .19 .09 .33 .00 .23-.42 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.44 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 358 4 .21 .10 .35 .00 .20-.49 .35-.35 .36 .00  .21 .35 .00 .20-.50 .37 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 40 1 .38 -- .60 -- .19-.93 ----- .63 --  .38 .60 -- .19-.93 .63 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 318 3 .19 .07 .31 .00 .18-.44 .31-.31 .33 .00  .19 .32 .00 .18-.44 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 40 1 .38 -- .60 -- .19-.93 ----- .63 --  .38 .60 -- .19-.93 .63 -- 
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                  Context: Research 313 3 .20 .09 .32 .00 .15-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .34 .00 .15-.53 .36 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 8,206 56 .18 .12 .31 .10 .26-.36 .17-.44 .32 .11  .20 .34 .06 .29-.39 .36 .06 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,448 12 .15 .10 .27 .07 .17-.35 .18-.35 .28 .07  .17 .28 .09 .17-.39 .30 .10 
      Complexity: Medium 3,144 23 .19 .15 .33 .17 .23-.43 .12-.55 .35 .18  .21 .36 .11 .26-.45 .38 .12 
      Complexity: Low 534 8 .19 .09 .33 .00 .23-.42 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.44 .35 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 379 5 .26 .11 .45 .00 .29-.60 .45-.45 .47 .00  .22 .39 .00 .22-.54 .41 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 1,080 3 .03 .15 .06 .33 -.33-.43 -.36-.48 .06 .35  .03 .06 .33 -.33-.43 .06 .35 
      Sample Type: Civilian 6,747 48 .20 .10 .33 .00 .28-.37 .33-.33 .34 .00  .21 .35 .00 .30-.39 .36 .00 
      Age: Below 40 2,477 18 .18 .17 .35 .25 .20-.48 .03-.66 .37 .26  .20 .38 .09 .26-.49 .40 .10 
      Age: 40 and above 2,567 11 .16 .09 .26 .04 .18-.34 .21-.31 .27 .04  .20 .31 .00 .21-.41 .33 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 6,846 47 .16 .12 .29 .12 .23-.35 .14-.44 .30 .13  .19 .33 .08 .27-.38 .34 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,360 9 .25 .08 .37 .00 .30-.44 .37-.37 .39 .00  .25 .37 .00 .30-.44 .39 .00 
      Context: Research 5,943 42 .17 .11 .26 .08 .21-.32 .16-.37 .28 .08  .18 .29 .00 .23-.34 .30 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,448 12 .15 .10 .27 .07 .17-.35 .18-.35 .28 .07  .17 .28 .09 .17-.39 .30 .10 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,448 12 .15 .10 .27 .07 .17-.35 .18-.35 .28 .07  .18 .30 .09 .18-.42 .32 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 276 3 .29 .21 .49 .23 .10-.80 .19-.79 .51 .25  .29 .49 .23 .10-.80 .51 .25 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,783 3 .14 .04 .23 .00 .15-.31 .23-.23 .24 .00  .15 .25 .00 .15-.35 .26 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,448 12 .15 .10 .27 .07 .17-.35 .18-.35 .28 .07  .18 .30 .09 .18-.42 .32 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,533 8 .14 .05 .24 .00 .19-.30 .24-.24 .26 .00  .13 .22 .00 .14-.30 .23 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 3,144 23 .19 .15 .33 .17 .23-.43 .12-.55 .35 .18  .21 .36 .11 .26-.45 .38 .12 
            Sample Type: USES 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .31-.80 .61 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .30-.80 .61 -- 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .39-.74 .61 -- 
                  Context: Research 203 1 .34 -- .58 -- .39-.74 ----- .61 --  .34 .58 -- .31-.79 .61 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 443 1 -.12 -- -.28 -- -.47--.06 ----- -.29 --  -.12 -.28 -- -.47--.06 -.29 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,498 21 .23 .09 .39 .00 .32-.45 .39-.39 .40 .00  .23 .39 .00 .33-.45 .41 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 908 5 .23 .09 .38 .00 .25-.51 .38-.38 .40 .00  .23 .38 .00 .25-.51 .40 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 315 5 .32 .10 .51 .00 .38-.64 .51-.51 .54 .00  .32 .51 .00 .38-.64 .54 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,569 15 .24 .10 .40 .00 .32-.48 .40-.40 .42 .00  .24 .40 .00 .32-.48 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 929 6 .22 .07 .36 .00 .27-.45 .36-.36 .38 .00  .22 .36 .00 .27-.45 .38 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,921 15 .22 .07 .36 .00 .30-.42 .36-.36 .38 .00  .22 .36 .00 .30-.42 .38 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 534 8 .19 .09 .33 .00 .23-.42 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.44 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 176 4 .16 .07 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .30 .00  .16 .29 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 358 4 .21 .10 .35 .00 .20-.49 .35-.35 .36 .00  .21 .35 .00 .20-.50 .37 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 40 1 .38 -- .60 -- .19-.93 ----- .63 --  .38 .60 -- .19-.93 .63 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 318 3 .19 .07 .31 .00 .18-.44 .31-.31 .33 .00  .19 .32 .00 .18-.44 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 40 1 .38 -- .60 -- .19-.93 ----- .63 --  .38 .60 -- .19-.93 .63 -- 
                  Context: Research 313 3 .20 .09 .32 .00 .15-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .34 .00 .15-.53 .36 .00 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
         
All 950 8 .18 .12 .29 .07 .16-.42 .20-.39 .30 .08  .18 .29 .08 .16-.42 .31 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 90 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.15-.54 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.15-.54 .22 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 679 5 .21 .08 .36 .00 .24-.47 .36-.36 .37 .00  .21 .36 .00 .24-.47 .37 .00 
      Complexity: Low 45 1 .32 -- .51 -- .08-.85 ----- .53 --  .32 .51 -- .08-.85 .53 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 950 8 .18 .12 .29 .07 .16-.42 .20-.39 .30 .08  .18 .29 .08 .16-.42 .31 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 136 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.30-.24 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.30-.24 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 825 7 .17 .12 .29 .11 .14-.44 .15-.43 .31 .11  .17 .29 .12 .13-.45 .31 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .20 -- .29 -- .05-.53 ----- .30 --  .20 .29 -- .05-.53 .30 -- 
      Context: Research 905 7 .17 .11 .26 .07 .13-.38 .17-.34 .27 .07  .17 .26 .07 .13-.39 .27 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
          
All 280 3 .11 .07 .18 .00 .06-.30 .18-.18 .19 .00  .11 .18 .00 .06-.30 .19 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 155 2 .13 .09 .23 .00 .02-.43 .23-.23 .24 .00  .13 .23 .00 .02-.43 .24 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 125 1 .08 -- .14 -- -.16-.42 ----- .14 --  .08 .14 -- -.16-.42 .14 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 280 3 .11 .07 .18 .00 .06-.30 .18-.18 .19 .00  .11 .18 .00 .06-.30 .19 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 155 2 .13 .09 .23 .00 .02-.42 .23-.23 .24 .00  .13 .23 .00 .02-.42 .24 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.14-.37 ----- .12 --  .08 .12 -- -.14-.37 .12 -- 
      Context: Research 280 3 .11 .07 .17 .00 .05-.28 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .05-.28 .18 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
    
All 2,488 15 .19 .08 .32 .00 .25-.39 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .35 .00 .27-.42 .36 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High 1,130 3 .15 .04 .27 .00 .19-.34 .27-.27 .28 .00  .15 .26 .00 .15-.37 .28 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 697 6 .24 .07 .40 .00 .32-.48 .40-.40 .42 .00  .24 .40 .00 .32-.48 .42 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,488 15 .19 .08 .32 .00 .25-.39 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .35 .00 .27-.42 .36 .00 
      Age: Below 40 91 1 .09 -- .18 -- -.23-.54 ----- .19 --  .09 .18 -- -.23-.54 .19 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 1,503 5 .17 .06 .27 .00 .19-.34 .27-.27 .28 .00  .18 .29 .00 .18-.40 .30 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 2,110 12 .18 .08 .31 .00 .23-.38 .31-.31 .32 .00  .20 .33 .00 .24-.43 .35 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .26 .02 .38 .00 .35-.41 .38-.38 .40 .00  .26 .38 .00 .35-.41 .40 .00 
      Context: Research 2,217 12 .18 .07 .28 .00 .21-.34 .28-.28 .29 .00  .19 .30 .00 .22-.37 .31 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
         
All 923 7 .20 .08 .33 .00 .24-.43 .33-.33 .35 .00  .21 .35 .00 .25-.44 .36 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 59 1 .21 -- .36 -- -.06-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .36 -- -.06-.72 .38 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 864 6 .20 .08 .34 .00 .23-.44 .34-.34 .36 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.44 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 923 7 .20 .08 .33 .00 .24-.43 .33-.33 .35 .00  .21 .34 .00 .24-.43 .35 .00 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 .21 -- .40 -- -.07-.76 ----- .43 --  .21 .40 -- -.07-.76 .43 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 21 1 .48 -- .72 -- .21-1.00 ----- .75 --  .48 .72 -- .21-1.00 .75 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 545 4 .18 .09 .31 .00 .17-.44 .31-.31 .32 .00  .19 .32 .00 .18-.46 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .24 .07 .34 .00 .23-.45 .34-.34 .36 .00  .24 .34 .00 .23-.45 .36 .00 
      Context: Research 902 6 .20 .07 .30 .00 .22-.38 .30-.30 .31 .00  .20 .30 .00 .23-.38 .32 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
         
All 923 7 .20 .08 .33 .00 .24-.43 .33-.33 .35 .00  .21 .35 .00 .25-.44 .36 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 59 1 .21 -- .36 -- -.06-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .36 -- -.06-.72 .38 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 864 6 .20 .08 .34 .00 .23-.44 .34-.34 .36 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.44 .36 .00 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 923 7 .20 .08 .33 .00 .24-.43 .33-.33 .35 .00  .21 .34 .00 .24-.43 .35 .00 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 .21 -- .40 -- -.07-.76 ----- .43 --  .21 .40 -- -.07-.76 .43 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 21 1 .48 -- .72 -- .21-1.00 ----- .75 --  .48 .72 -- .21-1.00 .75 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 545 4 .18 .09 .31 .00 .17-.44 .31-.31 .32 .00  .19 .32 .00 .18-.46 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .24 .07 .34 .00 .23-.45 .34-.34 .36 .00  .24 .34 .00 .23-.45 .36 .00 
      Context: Research 902 6 .20 .07 .30 .00 .22-.38 .30-.30 .31 .00  .20 .30 .00 .23-.38 .32 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 1,520 3 .13 .12 .25 .18 -.01-.49 .02-.48 .26 .19  .12 .24 .24 -.11-.55 .25 .25 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 994 1 .17 -- .31 -- .21-.42 ----- .33 --  .17 .31 -- .13-.49 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 526 2 .05 .18 .11 .42 -.48-.64 -.43-.65 .12 .44  .07 .17 .47 -.50-.73 .18 .49 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 443 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.26-.21 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.26-.21 -.03 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,077 2 .18 .07 .33 .00 .16-.48 .33-.33 .34 .00  .21 .37 .00 .12-.61 .39 .00 
      Age: Below 40 443 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.26-.21 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.49-.45 -.03 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 994 1 .17 -- .29 -- .19-.39 ----- .30 --  .17 .29 -- .03-.54 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,520 3 .13 .12 .25 .18 -.01-.50 .02-.49 .27 .19  .12 .25 .25 -.11-.56 .26 .26 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,520 3 .13 .12 .23 .17 -.01-.46 .02-.44 .24 .17  .12 .22 .22 -.10-.52 .23 .23 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 1,520 3 .13 .12 .25 .18 -.01-.49 .02-.48 .26 .19  .12 .24 .24 -.11-.55 .25 .25 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 994 1 .17 -- .31 -- .21-.42 ----- .33 --  .17 .31 -- .13-.49 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 526 2 .05 .18 .11 .42 -.48-.64 -.43-.65 .12 .44  .07 .17 .47 -.50-.73 .18 .49 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 443 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.26-.21 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.26-.21 -.03 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,077 2 .18 .07 .33 .00 .16-.48 .33-.33 .34 .00  .21 .37 .00 .12-.61 .39 .00 
      Age: Below 40 443 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.26-.21 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.49-.45 -.03 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 994 1 .17 -- .29 -- .19-.39 ----- .30 --  .17 .29 -- .03-.54 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,520 3 .13 .12 .25 .18 -.01-.50 .02-.49 .27 .19  .12 .25 .25 -.11-.56 .26 .26 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,520 3 .13 .12 .23 .17 -.01-.46 .02-.44 .24 .17  .12 .22 .22 -.10-.52 .23 .23 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All 994 1 .17 -- .30 -- .20-.41 ----- .32 --  .17 .30 -- .08-.52 .32 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 994 1 .17 -- .31 -- .21-.42 ----- .33 --  .17 .31 -- .13-.49 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 994 1 .17 -- .30 -- .20-.41 ----- .32 --  .17 .30 -- .10-.50 .32 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 994 1 .17 -- .29 -- .19-.39 ----- .30 --  .17 .29 -- .03-.54 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 994 1 .17 -- .31 -- .20-.41 ----- .33 --  .17 .31 -- .07-.53 .33 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 994 1 .17 -- .28 -- .18-.38 ----- .29 --  .17 .28 -- .08-.47 .29 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 3,433 6 .08 .04 .14 .00 .09-.19 .14-.14 .14 .00  .09 .15 .00 .10-.21 .16 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High 3,291 4 .08 .04 .14 .00 .08-.20 .14-.14 .15 .00  .09 .16 .00 .11-.21 .17 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 19 1 -.11 -- -.19 -- -.85-.57 ----- -.20 --  -.11 -.19 -- -.85-.57 -.20 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,433 6 .08 .04 .14 .00 .09-.19 .14-.14 .14 .00  .09 .15 .00 .10-.20 .16 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .10 -- .17 -- .03-.29 ----- .17 --  .10 .17 -- -.09-.41 .17 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,433 6 .08 .04 .14 .00 .09-.19 .14-.14 .15 .00  .09 .15 .00 .10-.21 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,414 5 .08 .03 .13 .00 .08-.17 .13-.13 .13 .00  .09 .14 .00 .10-.18 .15 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 3,433 6 .09 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .17 .00 .10-.23 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 .09 .05 .16 .00 .08-.23 .16-.16 .17 .00  .10 .18 .00 .11-.25 .19 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 19 1 -.11 -- -.19 -- -.85-.57 ----- -.20 --  -.11 -.19 -- -.85-.57 -.20 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,433 6 .09 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .17 .00 .11-.23 .18 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .14 -- .22 -- .09-.35 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- -.03-.46 .23 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,433 6 .09 .05 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .17 .00 .11-.24 .18 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,414 5 .09 .04 .14 .00 .08-.20 .14-.14 .15 .00  .11 .16 .00 .11-.21 .17 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
       
All 19 1 -.11 -- -.19 -- -.85-.56 ----- -.20 --  -.11 -.19 -- -.85-.56 -.20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 19 1 -.11 -- -.19 -- -.85-.57 ----- -.20 --  -.11 -.19 -- -.85-.57 -.20 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 19 1 -.11 -- -.19 -- -.85-.56 ----- -.20 --  -.11 -.19 -- -.85-.56 -.20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 19 1 -.11 -- -.19 -- -.85-.57 ----- -.20 --  -.11 -.19 -- -.85-.57 -.20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
All 689 2 .14 .00 .23 .00 .23-.24 .23-.23 .24 .00  .14 .23 .00 .23-.24 .25 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .14 -- .24 -- .10-.37 ----- .25 --  .14 .24 -- .06-.41 .25 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 689 2 .14 .00 .23 .00 .23-.24 .23-.23 .24 .00  .14 .23 .00 .23-.24 .25 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .14 -- .22 -- .09-.35 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- -.03-.46 .23 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 689 2 .14 .00 .24 .00 .24-.24 .24-.24 .25 .00  .14 .24 .00 .24-.24 .25 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 689 2 .14 .00 .21 .00 .21-.22 .21-.21 .22 .00  .14 .21 .00 .21-.22 .23 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
    
All 3,291 4 .07 .04 .11 .00 .05-.17 .11-.11 .12 .00  .07 .12 .00 .05-.18 .12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 .07 .04 .11 .00 .05-.17 .11-.11 .12 .00  .07 .12 .00 .06-.19 .13 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,291 4 .07 .04 .11 .00 .05-.17 .11-.11 .12 .00  .07 .12 .00 .05-.18 .12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.08-.18 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.21-.30 .05 -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 3,291 4 .07 .04 .11 .00 .05-.17 .11-.11 .12 .00  .07 .12 .00 .06-.18 .13 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,291 4 .07 .04 .10 .00 .05-.15 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .05-.16 .11 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
      
All 566 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.17-.27 .05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.13-.24 .05 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.15-.25 .05 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.08-.18 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.21-.30 .05 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.18-.28 .05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.08-.17 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.15-.24 .05 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A13  
Predictive Validity for Gf and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 29,467 157 .13 .11 .21 .11 .17-.26 .08-.35 .23 .11  .14 .22 .11 .17-.27 .24 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 4,232 38 .15 .14 .27 .16 .19-.35 .07-.47 .28 .16  .17 .29 .15 .21-.37 .30 .16 
      Complexity: Medium 12,532 56 .09 .08 .15 .05 .12-.19 .09-.22 .16 .05  .10 .16 .00 .13-.19 .17 .00 
      Complexity: Low 2,758 23 .20 .10 .30 .00 .20-.40 .30-.30 .33 .00  .20 .30 .00 .20-.40 .33 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .17 .31 .00 .05-.54 .32 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 7,581 15 .08 .08 .12 .07 .04-.20 .03-.21 .13 .09  .08 .12 .07 .04-.20 .13 .09 
      Sample Type: Civilian 21,672 139 .15 .12 .25 .12 .21-.28 .10-.39 .26 .12  .17 .28 .13 .24-.32 .29 .14 
      Age: Below 40 4,271 18 .07 .09 .14 .12 .05-.22 -.01-.28 .14 .12  .09 .18 .07 .07-.29 .20 .08 
      Age: 40 and above 1,287 11 .21 .13 .34 .09 .22-.45 .23-.45 .35 .09  .20 .32 .08 .20-.43 .33 .08 
      Clerical Job: No 26,783 123 .12 .10 .20 .10 .15-.24 .07-.33 .21 .11  .12 .20 .11 .15-.26 .22 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 2,684 34 .24 .13 .35 .00 .28-.41 .35-.35 .36 .00  .24 .35 .00 .28-.41 .36 .00 
      Context: Research 7,265 52 .14 .11 .21 .07 .17-.26 .12-.31 .22 .08  .14 .22 .07 .17-.27 .23 .07 
      Context: Admin. 9,196 14 .08 .07 .11 .07 .04-.19 .02-.20 .13 .08  .08 .12 .08 .03-.20 .13 .09 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 4,232 38 .15 .14 .27 .16 .19-.35 .07-.47 .28 .16  .17 .29 .15 .21-.37 .30 .16 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 254 1 .13 -- .31 -- .02-.55 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .02-.55 .33 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 254 1 .13 -- .31 -- .02-.55 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .02-.55 .33 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 3,978 37 .16 .15 .27 .16 .19-.35 .06-.48 .28 .17  .19 .32 .15 .24-.40 .34 .15 
                  Age: Below 40 887 6 .09 .10 .15 .09 .01-.29 .03-.27 .16 .10  .09 .16 .09 .01-.31 .17 .10 
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                  Age: 40 and above 208 1 .38 -- .61 -- .44-.76 ----- .64 --  .38 .62 -- .33-.85 .64 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,978 37 .16 .15 .27 .16 .19-.35 .06-.48 .28 .17  .19 .32 .15 .24-.40 .34 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,517 9 .12 .08 .21 .00 .12-.30 .21-.21 .22 .00  .13 .22 .00 .11-.32 .23 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 118 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.27-.35 ----- .04 --  .02 .04 -- -.27-.35 .04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 12,532 56 .09 .08 .15 .05 .12-.19 .09-.22 .16 .05  .10 .16 .00 .13-.19 .17 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,487 7 .04 .02 .06 .00 .04-.08 .06-.06 .07 .00  .04 .06 .00 .04-.08 .07 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,433 6 .04 .01 .06 .00 .04-.07 .06-.06 .07 .00  .04 .06 .00 .04-.07 .07 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 54 1 .10 -- .24 -- -.39-.72 ----- .25 --  .10 .24 -- -.39-.72 .25 -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 -.03 -- -.07 -- -.46-.34 ----- -.08 --  -.03 -.07 -- -.46-.34 -.08 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .05 .01 .06 .00 .05-.07 .06-.06 .07 .00  .05 .06 .00 .05-.07 .07 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 7,045 49 .13 .11 .22 .07 .17-.27 .13-.31 .23 .08  .16 .27 .00 .22-.32 .28 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,278 4 .05 .04 .08 .00 .02-.14 .08-.08 .08 .00  .04 .07 .00 -.05-.19 .07 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 315 5 .24 .11 .40 .00 .24-.55 .40-.40 .42 .00  .24 .40 .00 .24-.55 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,845 36 .12 .11 .20 .10 .14-.26 .07-.32 .21 .10  .15 .25 .08 .18-.31 .26 .08 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,200 13 .20 .07 .34 .00 .28-.40 .34-.34 .36 .00  .21 .35 .00 .29-.40 .36 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,913 20 .15 .10 .25 .03 .18-.33 .21-.29 .26 .03  .15 .26 .02 .18-.33 .27 .02 
                  Context: Admin. 2,133 4 .06 .05 .10 .00 .02-.18 .10-.10 .11 .00  .12 .21 .00 .04-.37 .22 .00 
      Complexity: Low 2,758 23 .20 .10 .30 .00 .20-.40 .30-.30 .33 .00  .20 .30 .00 .20-.40 .33 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .18 .31 .00 .05-.55 .33 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .18 .31 .00 .05-.55 .33 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .18 .31 .00 .05-.55 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .17 .31 .00 .05-.54 .33 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,575 4 .22 .08 .30 .00 .20-.41 .30-.30 .34 .00  .22 .30 .00 .20-.41 .34 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,575 4 .22 .08 .30 .00 .20-.41 .30-.30 .34 .00  .22 .30 .00 .20-.41 .34 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .22 .08 .30 .00 .20-.41 .30-.30 .34 .00  .22 .30 .00 .20-.41 .34 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 969 16 .18 .13 .29 .00 .19-.39 .29-.29 .31 .00  .18 .29 .00 .19-.39 .31 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 534 6 .14 .07 .24 .00 .14-.34 .24-.24 .25 .00  .15 .24 .00 .14-.34 .25 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 435 10 .22 .17 .36 .07 .18-.52 .27-.44 .37 .07  .21 .35 .08 .17-.53 .37 .09 
                  Context: Research 273 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .08-.24 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 .08-.24 .17 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 6,672 32 .10 .10 .17 .10 .12-.23 .04-.30 .18 .11  .13 .21 .10 .14-.28 .22 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,101 11 .13 .10 .23 .07 .13-.33 .14-.33 .24 .08  .13 .24 .09 .13-.34 .25 .09 
      Complexity: Medium 2,966 8 .07 .06 .12 .03 .05-.19 .09-.16 .13 .03  .08 .15 .06 .03-.26 .15 .06 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .08-.24 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 .08-.24 .17 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 382 2 .08 .11 .18 .17 -.17-.49 -.04-.40 .19 .18  .08 .18 .17 -.17-.49 .19 .18 
      Sample Type: Civilian 6,290 30 .10 .10 .17 .10 .11-.23 .04-.31 .18 .11  .12 .21 .11 .14-.28 .22 .12 
      Age: Below 40 3,667 10 .07 .08 .13 .11 .03-.23 -.01-.28 .14 .12  .09 .17 .08 .03-.31 .18 .09 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 6,399 29 .10 .10 .17 .11 .11-.23 .03-.31 .18 .11  .12 .21 .12 .13-.28 .22 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 273 3 .21 .01 .31 .00 .29-.32 .31-.31 .32 .00  .21 .31 .00 .29-.32 .32 .00 
      Context: Research 3,631 22 .11 .11 .17 .09 .10-.24 .05-.29 .18 .10  .12 .18 .09 .11-.25 .19 .10 
      Context: Admin. 2,205 4 .06 .04 .13 .00 .06-.21 .13-.13 .14 .00  .07 .16 .00 .01-.30 .16 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,101 11 .13 .10 .23 .07 .13-.33 .14-.33 .24 .08  .13 .24 .09 .13-.34 .25 .09 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 254 1 .13 -- .31 -- .02-.55 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .02-.55 .33 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 254 1 .13 -- .31 -- .02-.55 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .02-.55 .33 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,847 10 .13 .10 .22 .09 .12-.33 .10-.35 .23 .10  .15 .26 .11 .13-.39 .27 .11 
                  Age: Below 40 634 3 .09 .08 .16 .03 .01-.31 .12-.21 .17 .04  .10 .18 .03 .00-.34 .18 .03 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,847 10 .13 .10 .22 .09 .12-.33 .10-.35 .23 .10  .15 .26 .11 .13-.39 .27 .11 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,217 5 .13 .06 .22 .00 .12-.31 .22-.22 .23 .00  .14 .24 .00 .12-.35 .25 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 118 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.27-.35 ----- .04 --  .02 .04 -- -.27-.35 .04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,966 8 .07 .06 .12 .03 .05-.19 .09-.16 .13 .03  .08 .15 .06 .03-.26 .15 .06 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 128 1 -.03 -- -.07 -- -.46-.34 ----- -.08 --  -.03 -.07 -- -.46-.34 -.08 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 128 1 -.03 -- -.07 -- -.46-.34 ----- -.08 --  -.03 -.07 -- -.46-.34 -.08 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 -.03 -- -.07 -- -.46-.34 ----- -.08 --  -.03 -.07 -- -.46-.34 -.08 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,838 7 .07 .06 .13 .02 .05-.20 .11-.15 .13 .02  .10 .17 .01 .05-.29 .18 .01 
                  Age: Below 40 2,141 2 .05 .03 .09 .00 .02-.16 .09-.09 .10 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.07-.19 .07 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,565 4 .06 .04 .10 .00 .04-.17 .10-.10 .11 .00  .06 .10 .00 -.02-.22 .10 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 273 3 .21 .01 .36 .00 .34-.37 .36-.36 .37 .00  .21 .36 .00 .34-.37 .37 .00 
                  Context: Research 751 4 .10 .10 .17 .10 -.01-.33 .03-.30 .17 .11  .10 .17 .11 -.01-.35 .18 .11 
                  Context: Admin. 2,087 3 .07 .04 .11 .00 .04-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .11 .19 .00 .00-.36 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .08-.24 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 .08-.24 .17 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 273 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .08-.24 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 .08-.24 .17 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 273 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .08-.24 .16-.16 .16 .00  .09 .16 .00 .08-.24 .17 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 273 2 .09 .04 .16 .00 .08-.24 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 .08-.24 .17 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
         
All 24,754 116 .13 .11 .21 .11 .16-.25 .07-.34 .22 .11  .13 .21 .11 .16-.27 .23 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,713 28 .15 .16 .27 .18 .17-.37 .04-.51 .29 .19  .17 .29 .18 .19-.39 .31 .18 
      Complexity: Medium 11,425 46 .09 .08 .14 .06 .10-.18 .06-.22 .15 .06  .09 .15 .00 .12-.18 .16 .00 
      Complexity: Low 2,207 17 .22 .09 .32 .00 .21-.42 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .21-.42 .35 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .17 .31 .00 .05-.54 .32 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 7,453 14 .08 .08 .12 .07 .04-.20 .04-.21 .14 .08  .08 .12 .07 .04-.20 .14 .08 
      Sample Type: Civilian 17,087 99 .15 .12 .24 .12 .21-.28 .09-.40 .25 .13  .17 .28 .14 .24-.33 .30 .15 
      Age: Below 40 3,104 11 .05 .07 .10 .05 .02-.18 .04-.17 .11 .05  .08 .16 .00 .02-.29 .17 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 1,287 11 .21 .13 .34 .09 .22-.45 .23-.45 .35 .09  .20 .32 .08 .20-.43 .33 .08 
      Clerical Job: No 22,784 94 .12 .10 .19 .10 .14-.24 .06-.33 .21 .11  .12 .19 .12 .13-.26 .21 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,970 22 .24 .13 .36 .00 .28-.43 .36-.36 .37 .00  .24 .35 .00 .28-.43 .37 .00 
      Context: Research 3,765 31 .16 .11 .25 .05 .19-.31 .18-.31 .26 .05  .16 .25 .05 .19-.31 .26 .05 
      Context: Admin. 9,001 11 .07 .07 .11 .08 .03-.19 .01-.20 .12 .09  .08 .11 .08 .03-.20 .13 .10 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,713 28 .15 .16 .27 .18 .17-.37 .04-.51 .29 .19  .17 .29 .18 .19-.39 .31 .18 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 254 1 .13 -- .31 -- .02-.55 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .02-.55 .33 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 254 1 .13 -- .31 -- .02-.55 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .02-.55 .33 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,459 27 .16 .17 .27 .20 .16-.37 .02-.52 .28 .20  .19 .33 .16 .22-.43 .35 .17 
                  Age: Below 40 612 4 .06 .11 .10 .12 -.08-.28 -.04-.25 .11 .12  .07 .12 .13 -.09-.32 .13 .13 
                  Age: 40 and above 208 1 .38 -- .61 -- .44-.76 ----- .64 --  .38 .62 -- .33-.85 .64 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,459 27 .16 .17 .27 .20 .16-.37 .02-.52 .28 .20  .19 .33 .16 .22-.43 .35 .17 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 300 4 .09 .14 .16 .13 -.08-.40 -.01-.34 .17 .14  .09 .16 .13 -.08-.40 .17 .14 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 11,425 46 .09 .08 .14 .06 .10-.18 .06-.22 .15 .06  .09 .15 .00 .12-.18 .16 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,359 6 .05 .02 .06 .00 .04-.08 .06-.06 .07 .00  .05 .06 .00 .04-.08 .07 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,305 5 .04 .01 .06 .00 .05-.08 .06-.06 .07 .00  .04 .06 .00 .05-.08 .07 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 54 1 .10 -- .24 -- -.39-.72 ----- .25 --  .10 .24 -- -.39-.72 .25 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .05 .01 .06 .00 .05-.07 .06-.06 .07 .00  .05 .06 .00 .05-.07 .07 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 6,066 40 .12 .11 .21 .09 .15-.26 .09-.33 .22 .10  .16 .26 .02 .20-.32 .28 .02 
                  Age: Below 40 2,278 4 .04 .04 .07 .00 .01-.13 .07-.07 .07 .00  .04 .07 .00 -.05-.18 .07 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 315 5 .24 .11 .40 .00 .24-.55 .40-.40 .42 .00  .24 .40 .00 .24-.55 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,200 32 .11 .12 .19 .12 .12-.26 .04-.34 .20 .12  .15 .25 .09 .18-.32 .26 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 866 8 .19 .05 .32 .00 .26-.37 .32-.32 .33 .00  .19 .32 .00 .26-.38 .34 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,293 17 .16 .11 .26 .03 .18-.35 .23-.30 .28 .03  .16 .26 .03 .18-.35 .28 .03 
                  Context: Admin. 2,056 2 .04 .04 .08 .03 -.02-.17 .04-.11 .08 .03  .08 .13 .07 -.12-.38 .14 .08 
      Complexity: Low 2,207 17 .22 .09 .32 .00 .21-.42 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .21-.42 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .18 .31 .00 .05-.55 .33 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .18 .31 .00 .05-.55 .33 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .18 .31 .00 .05-.55 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 214 3 .17 .13 .31 .00 .05-.54 .31-.31 .32 .00  .17 .31 .00 .05-.54 .33 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,575 4 .22 .08 .30 .00 .20-.41 .30-.30 .34 .00  .22 .30 .00 .20-.41 .34 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,575 4 .22 .08 .30 .00 .20-.41 .30-.30 .34 .00  .22 .30 .00 .20-.41 .34 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .22 .08 .30 .00 .20-.41 .30-.30 .34 .00  .22 .30 .00 .20-.41 .34 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 418 10 .23 .11 .38 .00 .27-.48 .38-.38 .40 .00  .23 .38 .00 .27-.48 .40 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 159 3 .20 .09 .32 .00 .16-.48 .32-.32 .34 .00  .20 .32 .00 .16-.48 .34 .00 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes 259 7 .25 .12 .41 .00 .27-.55 .41-.41 .43 .00  .25 .41 .00 .27-.55 .43 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All 795 13 .23 .16 .37 .11 .23-.50 .24-.51 .39 .11  .23 .37 .11 .23-.50 .39 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 31 1 .50 -- .77 -- .39-1.00 ----- .81 --  .50 .77 -- .39-1.00 .81 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 282 4 .23 .12 .39 .00 .19-.57 .39-.39 .41 .00  .23 .39 .00 .19-.57 .41 .00 
      Complexity: Low 278 4 .18 .19 .29 .22 -.02-.57 .01-.57 .30 .23  .16 .26 .25 -.09-.59 .28 .26 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 795 13 .23 .16 .37 .11 .23-.50 .24-.51 .39 .11  .23 .37 .11 .23-.50 .39 .11 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 354 4 .22 .11 .37 .00 .19-.54 .37-.37 .39 .00  .22 .37 .00 .19-.54 .39 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 441 9 .23 .20 .34 .16 .15-.52 .13-.54 .35 .17  .23 .34 .16 .15-.52 .35 .17 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 31 1 .50 -- .77 -- .39-1.00 ----- .81 --  .50 .77 -- .39-1.00 .81 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 31 1 .50 -- .77 -- .39-1.00 ----- .81 --  .50 .77 -- .39-1.00 .81 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 31 1 .50 -- .77 -- .39-1.00 ----- .81 --  .50 .77 -- .39-1.00 .81 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 282 4 .23 .12 .39 .00 .19-.57 .39-.39 .41 .00  .23 .39 .00 .19-.57 .41 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 282 4 .23 .12 .39 .00 .19-.57 .39-.39 .41 .00  .23 .39 .00 .19-.57 .41 .00 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 221 2 .19 .08 .32 .00 .14-.49 .32-.32 .33 .00  .19 .32 .00 .14-.49 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 61 2 .39 .13 .62 .00 .36-.84 .62-.62 .65 .00  .39 .62 .00 .36-.84 .65 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 278 4 .18 .19 .29 .22 -.02-.57 .01-.57 .30 .23  .16 .26 .25 -.09-.59 .28 .26 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 278 4 .18 .19 .29 .22 -.02-.57 .01-.57 .30 .23  .17 .28 .23 -.04-.58 .29 .24 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 102 1 .20 -- .33 -- .02-.61 ----- .35 --  .20 .33 -- .02-.61 .35 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 176 3 .16 .25 .27 .33 -.21-.69 -.16-.69 .28 .35  .13 .22 .39 -.34-.71 .23 .41 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 65 1 .21 -- .37 -- -.04-.73 ----- .39 --  .21 .37 -- -.04-.73 .39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .21 -- .37 -- -.04-.73 ----- .39 --  .21 .37 -- -.04-.73 .39 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .21 -- .38 -- -.05-.74 ----- .40 --  .21 .38 -- -.05-.74 .40 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.04-.70 ----- .36 --  .21 .35 -- -.04-.70 .36 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 65 1 .21 -- .37 -- -.04-.73 ----- .39 --  .21 .37 -- -.04-.73 .39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .21 -- .37 -- -.04-.73 ----- .39 --  .21 .37 -- -.04-.73 .39 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .21 -- .38 -- -.05-.74 ----- .40 --  .21 .38 -- -.05-.74 .40 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.04-.70 ----- .36 --  .21 .35 -- -.04-.70 .36 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.05 .00 -.14-.04 -.05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.04 .00 -.14-.05 -.05 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.05 .00 -.14-.05 -.05 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.05 .00 -.15-.04 -.05 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .04 -.11-.03 -.09-.02 -.04 .04  -.03 -.04 .00 -.13-.04 -.05 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.05 .00 -.14-.04 -.05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.04 .00 -.14-.05 -.05 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.05 .00 -.14-.05 -.05 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .05 -.12-.04 -.10-.02 -.04 .05  -.03 -.05 .00 -.15-.04 -.05 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 2,886 4 -.02 .05 -.04 .04 -.11-.03 -.09-.02 -.04 .04  -.03 -.04 .00 -.13-.04 -.05 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 321 1 .17 -- .28 -- .11-.45 ----- .30 --  .17 .28 -- .07-.48 .30 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 321 1 .17 -- .29 -- .11-.46 ----- .31 --  .17 .29 -- .11-.46 .31 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 321 1 .17 -- .28 -- .11-.45 ----- .30 --  .17 .28 -- .09-.46 .30 -- 
      Age: Below 40 321 1 .17 -- .33 -- .13-.51 ----- .35 --  .17 .33 -- -.04-.64 .35 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 321 1 .17 -- .29 -- .11-.46 ----- .30 --  .17 .29 -- .07-.49 .30 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 321 1 .17 -- .26 -- .10-.42 ----- .27 --  .17 .26 -- .07-.44 .27 -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 321 1 .17 -- .28 -- .11-.45 ----- .30 --  .17 .28 -- .07-.48 .30 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 321 1 .17 -- .29 -- .11-.46 ----- .31 --  .17 .29 -- .11-.46 .31 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 321 1 .17 -- .28 -- .11-.45 ----- .30 --  .17 .28 -- .09-.46 .30 -- 
      Age: Below 40 321 1 .17 -- .33 -- .13-.51 ----- .35 --  .17 .33 -- -.04-.64 .35 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 321 1 .17 -- .29 -- .11-.46 ----- .30 --  .17 .29 -- .07-.49 .30 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 321 1 .17 -- .26 -- .10-.42 ----- .27 --  .17 .26 -- .07-.44 .27 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A14 
Predictive Validity for Gf and CWB 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All 841 2 -.15 .05 -.18 .00 -.26--.10 -.18--.18 -.19 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.31--.02 -.17 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.15 -- -.19 -- -.27--.11 ----- -.20 --  -.15 -.19 -- -.33--.05 -.20 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 841 2 -.15 .05 -.18 .00 -.26--.10 -.18--.18 -.19 .00  -.14 -.17 .00 -.30--.03 -.18 .00 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.15 -- -.22 -- -.31--.13 ----- -.23 --  -.15 -.22 -- -.48-.06 -.24 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 841 2 -.15 .05 -.19 .00 -.27--.10 -.19--.19 -.19 .00  -.13 -.17 .00 -.31--.02 -.17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 841 2 -.15 .05 -.22 .00 -.32--.12 -.22--.22 -.23 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.35--.07 -.22 .00 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
             
All 841 2 -.16 .05 -.20 .02 -.29--.11 -.22--.18 -.21 .02  -.15 -.18 .02 -.33--.03 -.19 .02 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.35--.07 -.22 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 841 2 -.16 .05 -.20 .02 -.29--.11 -.22--.18 -.21 .02  -.15 -.19 .02 -.33--.04 -.20 .02 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.17 -- -.24 -- -.33--.15 ----- -.26 --  -.17 -.24 -- -.49-.03 -.26 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 841 2 -.16 .05 -.21 .02 -.29--.12 -.23--.18 -.22 .02  -.15 -.19 .02 -.34--.02 -.19 .02 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 841 2 -.16 .05 -.25 .00 -.35--.14 -.25--.25 -.26 .00  -.16 -.24 .00 -.38--.08 -.25 .00 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.36--.05 -.22 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.35--.07 -.22 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.35--.07 -.22 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.17 -- -.24 -- -.33--.15 ----- -.26 --  -.17 -.24 -- -.49-.03 -.26 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.37--.05 -.22 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.17 -- -.26 -- -.35--.16 ----- -.27 --  -.17 -.26 -- -.39--.11 -.27 -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.06 ----- -.15 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.30-.01 -.15 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.07 ----- -.16 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.29--.01 -.16 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.06 ----- -.15 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.29-.00 -.15 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.12 -- -.17 -- -.27--.08 ----- -.18 --  -.12 -.17 -- -.44-.11 -.19 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.07 ----- -.16 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.12 -- -.18 -- -.28--.08 ----- -.19 --  -.12 -.18 -- -.33--.03 -.19 -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
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All 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.06 ----- -.15 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.30-.01 -.15 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.07 ----- -.16 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.29--.01 -.16 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.06 ----- -.15 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.29-.00 -.15 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.12 -- -.17 -- -.27--.08 ----- -.18 --  -.12 -.17 -- -.44-.11 -.19 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.12 -- -.15 -- -.23--.07 ----- -.16 --  -.12 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.12 -- -.18 -- -.28--.08 ----- -.19 --  -.12 -.18 -- -.33--.03 -.19 -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.36--.05 -.22 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.35--.07 -.22 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.35--.07 -.22 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.17 -- -.24 -- -.33--.15 ----- -.26 --  -.17 -.24 -- -.49-.03 -.26 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.37--.05 -.22 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.17 -- -.26 -- -.35--.16 ----- -.27 --  -.17 -.26 -- -.39--.11 -.27 -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
             
All 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.36--.05 -.22 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.35--.07 -.22 -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.35--.07 -.22 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.17 -- -.24 -- -.33--.15 ----- -.26 --  -.17 -.24 -- -.49-.03 -.26 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.17 -- -.21 -- -.29--.13 ----- -.22 --  -.17 -.21 -- -.37--.05 -.22 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.17 -- -.26 -- -.35--.16 ----- -.27 --  -.17 -.26 -- -.39--.11 -.27 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
             
All 502 5 -.16 .09 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.26--.26 -.27 .00  -.16 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.27 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 124 2 -.09 .09 -.15 .00 -.36-.07 -.15--.15 -.16 .00  -.09 -.15 .00 -.36-.07 -.16 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.18 .10 -.30 .00 -.47--.12 -.30--.30 -.32 .00  -.18 -.30 .00 -.47--.12 -.32 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 502 5 -.16 .09 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.26--.26 -.27 .00  -.16 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.27 .00 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 -.15 -- -.29 -- -.69-.20 ----- -.31 --  -.15 -.29 -- -.69-.20 -.31 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 124 2 -.09 .09 -.15 .00 -.35-.07 -.15--.15 -.15 .00  -.09 -.15 .00 -.35-.07 -.15 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.18 .10 -.26 .00 -.41--.10 -.26--.26 -.27 .00  -.18 -.26 .00 -.41--.10 -.27 .00 
      Context: Research 502 5 -.16 .09 -.24 .00 -.36--.11 -.24--.24 -.25 .00  -.16 -.24 .00 -.36--.11 -.25 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All 59 1 -.15 -- -.25 -- -.63-.17 ----- -.26 --  -.15 -.25 -- -.63-.17 -.26 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 59 1 -.15 -- -.26 -- -.65-.18 ----- -.27 --  -.15 -.26 -- -.65-.18 -.27 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 59 1 -.15 -- -.25 -- -.63-.17 ----- -.26 --  -.15 -.25 -- -.63-.17 -.26 -- 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 -.15 -- -.29 -- -.69-.20 ----- -.31 --  -.15 -.29 -- -.69-.20 -.31 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 59 1 -.15 -- -.26 -- -.64-.18 ----- -.27 --  -.15 -.26 -- -.64-.18 -.27 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 59 1 -.15 -- -.23 -- -.60-.16 ----- -.24 --  -.15 -.23 -- -.60-.16 -.24 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All 59 1 -.15 -- -.25 -- -.63-.17 ----- -.26 --  -.15 -.25 -- -.63-.17 -.26 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 59 1 -.15 -- -.26 -- -.65-.18 ----- -.27 --  -.15 -.26 -- -.65-.18 -.27 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 59 1 -.15 -- -.25 -- -.63-.17 ----- -.26 --  -.15 -.25 -- -.63-.17 -.26 -- 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 -.15 -- -.29 -- -.69-.20 ----- -.31 --  -.15 -.29 -- -.69-.20 -.31 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 59 1 -.15 -- -.26 -- -.64-.18 ----- -.27 --  -.15 -.26 -- -.64-.18 -.27 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 59 1 -.15 -- -.23 -- -.60-.16 ----- -.24 --  -.15 -.23 -- -.60-.16 -.24 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
         
All 443 4 -.16 .10 -.26 .00 -.42--.09 -.26--.26 -.27 .00  -.16 -.26 .00 -.42--.09 -.27 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.46-.38 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.46-.38 -.05 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.18 .10 -.30 .00 -.47--.12 -.30--.30 -.32 .00  -.18 -.30 .00 -.47--.12 -.32 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 443 4 -.16 .10 -.26 .00 -.42--.09 -.26--.26 -.27 .00  -.16 -.26 .00 -.42--.09 -.27 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.45-.37 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.45-.37 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.18 .10 -.26 .00 -.41--.10 -.26--.26 -.27 .00  -.18 -.26 .00 -.41--.10 -.27 .00 
      Context: Research 443 4 -.16 .10 -.24 .00 -.39--.08 -.24--.24 -.25 .00  -.16 -.24 .00 -.39--.08 -.25 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
    
All 378 3 -.18 .10 -.30 .00 -.46--.12 -.30--.30 -.31 .00  -.18 -.30 .00 -.46--.12 -.31 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.18 .10 -.30 .00 -.47--.12 -.30--.30 -.32 .00  -.18 -.30 .00 -.47--.12 -.32 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 -.18 .10 -.30 .00 -.46--.12 -.30--.30 -.31 .00  -.18 -.30 .00 -.46--.12 -.31 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.18 .10 -.26 .00 -.41--.10 -.26--.26 -.27 .00  -.18 -.26 .00 -.41--.10 -.27 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 -.18 .10 -.27 .00 -.43--.11 -.27--.27 -.29 .00  -.18 -.27 .00 -.43--.11 -.29 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
      
All 65 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.44-.36 ----- -.04 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.44-.36 -.04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.46-.38 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.46-.38 -.05 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.44-.36 ----- -.04 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.44-.36 -.04 -- 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.45-.37 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.45-.37 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.41-.34 ----- -.04 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.41-.34 -.04 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
            
All 176 1 .13 -- .19 -- -.02-.40 ----- .20 --  .13 .19 -- -.02-.40 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 176 1 .13 -- .19 -- -.02-.40 ----- .20 --  .13 .19 -- -.02-.40 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 176 1 .13 -- .23 -- -.03-.46 ----- .24 --  .13 .23 -- -.11-.53 .24 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 176 1 .13 -- .20 -- -.02-.41 ----- .21 --  .13 .20 -- -.02-.41 .21 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 176 1 .13 -- .18 -- -.02-.37 ----- .19 --  .13 .18 -- -.02-.37 .19 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
          
All 176 1 .13 -- .20 -- -.02-.41 ----- .20 --  .13 .20 -- -.02-.41 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 176 1 .13 -- .20 -- -.02-.41 ----- .20 --  .13 .20 -- -.02-.41 .20 -- 
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      Age: Below 40 176 1 .13 -- .23 -- -.03-.46 ----- .24 --  .13 .23 -- -.12-.53 .24 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 176 1 .13 -- .20 -- -.02-.41 ----- .21 --  .13 .20 -- -.02-.41 .21 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 176 1 .13 -- .18 -- -.02-.37 ----- .19 --  .13 .18 -- -.02-.37 .19 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A15 
Predictive Validity of Gf and OCB 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N K ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
            
All 3,642 22 .08 .10 .14 .09 .07-.21 .02-.26 .15 .10  .10 .18 .05 .11-.25 .19 .05 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,538 8 .02 .04 .03 .00 -.02-.09 .03-.03 .04 .00  .04 .07 .00 .01-.12 .07 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,063 8 .12 .12 .21 .12 .06-.34 .06-.35 .22 .12  .12 .21 .12 .06-.34 .22 .12 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 424 2 .09 .01 .20 .00 .16-.24 .20-.20 .21 .00  .09 .20 .00 .16-.24 .21 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,218 20 .08 .10 .13 .11 .06-.21 .00-.27 .14 .11  .11 .18 .08 .10-.25 .18 .08 
      Age: Below 40 392 3 .03 .16 .05 .27 -.30-.40 -.29-.39 .05 .28  .01 .03 .25 -.34-.39 .03 .27 
      Age: 40 and above 1,324 3 .05 .13 .08 .20 -.17-.31 -.18-.33 .08 .21  .13 .21 .22 -.09-.50 .22 .23 
      Clerical Job: No 3,264 19 .07 .10 .13 .11 .05-.21 -.01-.27 .14 .12  .10 .18 .08 .09-.26 .18 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .14 .03 .20 .00 .15-.25 .20-.20 .21 .00  .14 .20 .00 .15-.25 .21 .00 
      Context: Research 3,104 18 .08 .11 .12 .11 .05-.20 -.01-.26 .13 .11  .11 .17 .08 .09-.24 .17 .08 
      Context: Admin. 155 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.15-.47 ----- .18 --  .08 .17 -- -.15-.47 .18 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All 261 2 .13 .04 .22 .00 .13-.31 .22-.22 .23 .00  .13 .22 .00 .13-.31 .23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 59 1 .18 -- .31 -- -.12-.68 ----- .33 --  .18 .31 -- -.12-.68 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 261 2 .13 .04 .22 .00 .13-.31 .22-.22 .23 .00  .13 .22 .00 .13-.31 .23 .00 
      Age: Below 40 261 2 .13 .04 .25 .00 .15-.35 .25-.25 .27 .00  .14 .27 .00 .15-.39 .29 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 261 2 .13 .04 .22 .00 .13-.31 .22-.22 .23 .00  .13 .22 .00 .13-.31 .23 .00 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 261 2 .13 .04 .20 .00 .12-.28 .20-.20 .21 .00  .13 .20 .00 .12-.28 .21 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
         
All 2,638 15 .06 .08 .11 .00 .04-.17 .11-.11 .11 .00  .09 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,538 8 .02 .04 .03 .00 -.02-.07 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .06 .00 .01-.10 .06 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .12 .01 .20 .00 .18-.22 .20-.20 .20 .00  .12 .20 .00 .18-.22 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .08 -- .19 -- -.07-.43 ----- .20 --  .08 .19 -- -.07-.43 .20 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,331 14 .06 .08 .10 .03 .03-.17 .06-.14 .10 .03  .09 .15 .00 .08-.22 .16 .00 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 .08 -- .16 -- -.34-.60 ----- .17 --  .08 .16 -- -.34-.60 .17 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 1,324 3 .04 .12 .07 .17 -.15-.28 -.15-.29 .07 .18  .12 .19 .18 -.08-.45 .20 .19 
      Clerical Job: No 2,260 12 .05 .08 .09 .05 .01-.17 .03-.16 .10 .05  .08 .15 .00 .06-.24 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .12 .01 .17 .00 .15-.18 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .15-.18 .18 .00 
      Context: Research 2,100 11 .06 .09 .09 .07 .01-.16 .00-.17 .09 .07  .09 .14 .00 .06-.22 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. 155 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.15-.47 ----- .18 --  .08 .17 -- -.15-.47 .18 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All 1,753 8 .04 .04 .07 .00 .03-.12 .07-.07 .08 .00  .07 .12 .00 .07-.16 .12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,206 5 .02 .03 .04 .00 -.01-.09 .04-.04 .04 .00  .04 .07 .00 .00-.13 .07 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .08 -- .19 -- -.07-.43 ----- .20 --  .08 .19 -- -.07-.43 .20 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,446 7 .03 .04 .06 .00 .01-.10 .06-.06 .06 .00  .06 .09 .00 .04-.14 .10 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 1,149 2 .02 .04 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .05 .08 .00 -.04-.19 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,753 8 .04 .04 .08 .00 .03-.12 .08-.08 .08 .00  .07 .12 .00 .07-.16 .12 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,215 4 .02 .03 .03 .00 -.01-.08 .03-.03 .04 .00  .04 .06 .00 .00-.13 .07 .00 
      Context: Admin. 155 1 .08 -- .17 -- -.15-.47 ----- .18 --  .08 .17 -- -.15-.47 .18 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
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All 1,065 2 -.03 .02 -.04 .00 -.10-.01 -.04--.04 -.05 .00  -.01 -.02 .00 -.12-.07 -.02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,065 2 -.03 .02 -.04 .00 -.10-.01 -.04--.04 -.05 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.12-.05 -.03 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,065 2 -.03 .02 -.04 .00 -.10-.01 -.04--.04 -.05 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.11-.06 -.03 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 994 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.15-.05 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,065 2 -.03 .02 -.04 .00 -.10-.01 -.04--.04 -.05 .00  -.01 -.02 .00 -.12-.07 -.02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,065 2 -.03 .02 -.04 .00 -.09-.01 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.02 .00 -.11-.06 -.02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
     
All 405 2 .17 .23 .28 .34 -.25-.73 -.16-.71 .29 .36  .17 .28 .34 -.25-.74 .29 .36 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 230 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.18-.27 ----- .05 --  .03 .04 -- -.18-.27 .05 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 405 2 .17 .23 .28 .34 -.25-.73 -.16-.71 .29 .36  .17 .28 .34 -.25-.73 .29 .36 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 175 1 .35 -- .54 -- .35-.72 ----- .56 --  .35 .54 -- .33-.73 .56 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 405 2 .17 .23 .28 .35 -.26-.74 -.16-.73 .29 .36  .17 .29 .35 -.25-.75 .31 .36 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 405 2 .17 .23 .25 .31 -.23-.70 -.15-.66 .26 .33  .17 .25 .31 -.23-.70 .26 .33 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All 1,359 12 .12 .11 .21 .07 .10-.31 .12-.30 .22 .07  .12 .21 .07 .10-.31 .22 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High 179 3 .09 .01 .16 .00 .13-.19 .16-.16 .17 .00  .09 .16 .00 .13-.19 .17 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,063 8 .13 .13 .22 .12 .07-.36 .06-.38 .23 .13  .13 .22 .12 .07-.36 .23 .13 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .10 -- .23 -- -.19-.58 ----- .25 --  .10 .23 -- -.19-.58 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,242 11 .12 .11 .21 .09 .10-.32 .10-.32 .22 .09  .12 .21 .09 .09-.32 .22 .09 
      Age: Below 40 131 1 -.16 -- -.31 -- -.59-.01 ----- -.33 --  -.16 -.31 -- -.63-.07 -.33 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 981 9 .11 .12 .19 .12 .05-.33 .03-.35 .20 .13  .10 .18 .13 .03-.33 .19 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .16 .05 .24 .00 .15-.32 .24-.24 .25 .00  .16 .24 .00 .15-.32 .25 .00 
      Context: Research 1,359 12 .12 .11 .19 .05 .10-.29 .13-.26 .20 .06  .12 .19 .06 .09-.29 .20 .06 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
       
All 380 5 .04 .18 .07 .24 -.21-.35 -.23-.38 .08 .25  .04 .07 .24 -.21-.35 .08 .25 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 43 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.40-.61 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.40-.61 .13 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 220 3 .00 .24 .00 .36 -.45-.46 -.46-.47 .00 .38  .00 .00 .36 -.45-.46 .00 .38 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .10 -- .23 -- -.19-.58 ----- .25 --  .10 .23 -- -.19-.58 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 263 4 .01 .21 .02 .28 -.32-.36 -.34-.39 .02 .30  .01 .02 .28 -.32-.36 .02 .30 
      Age: Below 40 131 1 -.16 -- -.31 -- -.59-.01 ----- -.33 --  -.16 -.31 -- -.63-.07 -.33 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 380 5 .04 .18 .08 .24 -.21-.35 -.24-.39 .08 .26  .04 .08 .24 -.21-.35 .08 .26 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 380 5 .04 .18 .07 .22 -.19-.33 -.22-.36 .07 .23  .04 .07 .22 -.19-.33 .07 .23 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
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All 1,214 3 .04 .06 .07 .05 -.05-.19 .00-.13 .07 .05  .07 .13 .00 -.03-.29 .14 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 994 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.09-.15 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.17-.23 .03 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,214 3 .04 .06 .07 .05 -.05-.19 .00-.13 .07 .05  .07 .12 .00 -.04-.28 .13 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 1,149 2 .03 .04 .05 .02 -.06-.15 .03-.07 .05 .02  .06 .11 .00 -.05-.26 .11 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,214 3 .04 .06 .07 .05 -.06-.19 .00-.13 .07 .05  .07 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .14 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,059 2 .03 .06 .04 .06 -.09-.18 -.04-.13 .04 .07  .05 .09 .09 -.15-.32 .09 .10 
      Context: Admin. 155 1 .11 -- .24 -- -.11-.54 ----- .25 --  .11 .24 -- -.11-.54 .25 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
         
All 1,214 3 .04 .06 .07 .05 -.05-.19 .00-.13 .07 .05  .07 .13 .00 -.03-.29 .14 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 994 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.09-.15 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.17-.23 .03 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,214 3 .04 .06 .07 .05 -.05-.19 .00-.13 .07 .05  .07 .12 .00 -.04-.28 .13 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 1,149 2 .03 .04 .05 .02 -.06-.15 .03-.07 .05 .02  .06 .11 .00 -.05-.26 .11 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,214 3 .04 .06 .07 .05 -.06-.19 .00-.13 .07 .05  .07 .14 .00 -.03-.30 .14 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,059 2 .03 .06 .04 .06 -.09-.18 -.04-.13 .04 .07  .05 .09 .09 -.15-.32 .09 .10 
      Context: Admin. 155 1 .11 -- .24 -- -.11-.54 ----- .25 --  .11 .24 -- -.11-.54 .25 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All 1,149 2 .04 .04 .07 .00 -.02-.17 .07-.07 .08 .00  .06 .11 .00 -.02-.24 .12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 994 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.06-.17 ----- .06 --  .03 .06 -- -.14-.25 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,149 2 .04 .04 .07 .00 -.02-.17 .07-.07 .08 .00  .06 .11 .00 -.03-.23 .11 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 1,149 2 .04 .04 .07 .00 -.02-.16 .07-.07 .07 .00  .07 .12 .00 -.01-.25 .12 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,149 2 .04 .04 .08 .00 -.02-.17 .08-.08 .08 .00  .06 .12 .00 -.02-.25 .12 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 994 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.05-.15 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.16-.26 .05 -- 
      Context: Admin. 155 1 .11 -- .24 -- -.11-.54 ----- .25 --  .11 .24 -- -.11-.54 .25 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
        
All 994 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.17-.06 ----- -.06 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.29-.18 -.06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 994 1 -.03 -- -.06 -- -.17-.06 ----- -.06 --  -.03 -.06 -- -.25-.14 -.06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 994 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.17-.06 ----- -.06 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.27-.16 -.06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 994 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.16-.06 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.32-.22 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 994 1 -.03 -- -.06 -- -.17-.06 ----- -.06 --  -.03 -.06 -- -.30-.19 -.06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 994 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.15-.05 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.26-.16 -.05 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All 3,291 4 -.02 .04 -.03 .02 -.09-.03 -.05-.00 -.03 .02  -.01 -.02 .00 -.08-.04 -.02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 -.02 .04 -.03 .02 -.09-.04 -.05-.00 -.03 .02  -.01 -.02 .00 -.08-.04 -.02 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,291 4 -.02 .04 -.03 .02 -.09-.03 -.05-.00 -.03 .02  -.01 -.02 .00 -.08-.04 -.02 .00 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.04 -- -.06 -- -.19-.08 ----- -.06 --  -.04 -.06 -- -.31-.20 -.06 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,291 4 -.02 .04 -.03 .02 -.09-.04 -.05-.00 -.03 .02  -.01 -.02 .00 -.08-.04 -.02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,291 4 -.02 .04 -.02 .02 -.08-.03 -.05-.00 -.03 .02  -.01 -.02 .00 -.07-.04 -.02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
      
All 3,291 4 -.02 .03 -.04 .00 -.09-.02 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.08-.02 -.03 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 -.02 .03 -.04 .00 -.10-.02 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.09-.02 -.03 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,291 4 -.02 .03 -.04 .00 -.09-.02 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.08-.02 -.03 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.04 -- -.06 -- -.19-.07 ----- -.06 --  -.04 -.06 -- -.31-.20 -.06 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,291 4 -.02 .03 -.04 .00 -.09-.02 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.09-.02 -.03 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,291 4 -.02 .03 -.04 .00 -.08-.01 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.08-.02 -.03 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All 3,291 4 -.01 .02 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  -.01 -.01 .00 -.05-.03 -.01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 -.01 .02 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  -.01 -.01 .00 -.06-.03 -.01 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,291 4 -.01 .02 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  -.01 -.01 .00 -.05-.03 -.01 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.03 -- -.04 -- -.17-.09 ----- -.04 --  -.03 -.04 -- -.29-.21 -.04 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,291 4 -.01 .02 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  -.01 -.01 .00 -.06-.03 -.01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 3,291 4 -.01 .02 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  -.01 -.01 .00 -.05-.02 -.01 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All 3,291 4 -.04 .04 -.07 .00 -.12--.01 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.03 -.06 .00 -.11-.00 -.06 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 -.04 .04 -.07 .00 -.13--.01 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.03 -.06 .00 -.12-.00 -.06 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,291 4 -.04 .04 -.07 .00 -.12--.01 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.03 -.06 .00 -.11-.00 -.06 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.21-.05 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.33-.17 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,291 4 -.04 .04 -.07 .00 -.13--.01 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.03 -.06 .00 -.12-.00 -.06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,291 4 -.04 .04 -.06 .00 -.11--.01 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.03 -.05 .00 -.10-.00 -.05 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
    
All 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.01 .04 -.08-.05 -.06-.03 -.02 .04  .00 .00 .00 -.07-.06 -.01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.02 .04 -.09-.05 -.06-.03 -.02 .04  .00 .00 .00 -.08-.07 -.01 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.01 .04 -.08-.05 -.06-.03 -.02 .04  .00 .00 .00 -.07-.06 -.01 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.18-.08 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.02 .04 -.08-.05 -.06-.03 -.02 .04  .00 .00 .00 -.07-.06 -.01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.01 .03 -.08-.05 -.06-.03 -.01 .03  .00 .00 .00 -.07-.06 .00 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All 2,725 3 -.02 .05 -.04 .06 -.13-.06 -.11-.04 -.04 .06  -.01 -.02 .00 -.11-.07 -.02 .00 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,725 3 -.02 .05 -.04 .06 -.13-.06 -.11-.04 -.04 .06  -.01 -.02 .00 -.12-.07 -.02 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,725 3 -.02 .05 -.04 .06 -.13-.06 -.11-.04 -.04 .06  -.01 -.02 .00 -.11-.07 -.02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,725 3 -.02 .05 -.04 .06 -.13-.06 -.11-.04 -.04 .06  -.01 -.02 .00 -.11-.07 -.02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 2,725 3 -.02 .05 -.03 .05 -.12-.05 -.10-.03 -.04 .05  -.01 -.02 .00 -.10-.07 -.02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All 2,725 3 .10 .05 .16 .00 .07-.25 .16-.16 .17 .00  .11 .18 .00 .10-.27 .19 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,725 3 .10 .05 .17 .00 .07-.26 .17-.17 .17 .00  .11 .19 .00 .10-.27 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,725 3 .10 .05 .16 .00 .07-.25 .16-.16 .17 .00  .11 .18 .00 .10-.27 .19 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,725 3 .10 .05 .16 .00 .07-.25 .16-.16 .17 .00  .11 .19 .00 .10-.27 .19 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 2,725 3 .10 .05 .15 .00 .06-.23 .15-.15 .15 .00  .11 .17 .00 .09-.24 .17 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All 2,725 3 .04 .03 .07 .00 .02-.12 .07-.07 .07 .00  .04 .07 .00 .02-.12 .08 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,725 3 .04 .03 .07 .00 .02-.12 .07-.07 .07 .00  .04 .08 .00 .02-.13 .08 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,725 3 .04 .03 .07 .00 .02-.12 .07-.07 .07 .00  .04 .07 .00 .02-.12 .08 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,725 3 .04 .03 .07 .00 .02-.12 .07-.07 .07 .00  .04 .07 .00 .02-.13 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 2,725 3 .04 .03 .06 .00 .01-.11 .06-.06 .06 .00  .04 .07 .00 .02-.11 .07 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
 
All 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.02 .03 -.08-.05 -.05-.02 -.02 .03  .00 -.01 .00 -.07-.06 -.01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.02 .03 -.08-.05 -.05-.02 -.02 .03  .00 -.01 .00 -.07-.06 -.01 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.02 .03 -.08-.05 -.05-.02 -.02 .03  .00 -.01 .00 -.07-.06 -.01 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.18-.08 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.02 .03 -.08-.05 -.05-.02 -.02 .03  .00 -.01 .00 -.07-.06 -.01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,291 4 -.01 .04 -.02 .02 -.07-.04 -.05-.02 -.02 .02  .00 -.01 .00 -.06-.05 -.01 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All 2,725 3 -.14 .05 -.23 .00 -.32--.14 -.23--.23 -.24 .00  -.13 -.21 .00 -.31--.12 -.22 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,725 3 -.14 .05 -.24 .00 -.33--.14 -.24--.24 -.25 .00  -.13 -.22 .00 -.32--.12 -.23 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,725 3 -.14 .05 -.23 .00 -.32--.14 -.23--.23 -.24 .00  -.13 -.21 .00 -.31--.12 -.22 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,725 3 -.14 .05 -.23 .00 -.32--.14 -.23--.23 -.24 .00  -.13 -.22 .00 -.31--.12 -.23 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 2,725 3 -.14 .05 -.21 .00 -.29--.12 -.21--.21 -.22 .00  -.13 -.20 .00 -.28--.11 -.21 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
       
All 2,725 3 -.02 .04 -.03 .04 -.11-.05 -.08-.02 -.03 .04  -.01 -.02 .00 -.10-.07 -.02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,725 3 -.02 .04 -.03 .04 -.11-.05 -.08-.03 -.03 .04  -.01 -.02 .00 -.10-.07 -.02 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,725 3 -.02 .04 -.03 .04 -.11-.05 -.08-.02 -.03 .04  -.01 -.02 .00 -.10-.07 -.02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,725 3 -.02 .04 -.03 .04 -.11-.05 -.08-.03 -.03 .04  -.01 -.02 .00 -.10-.07 -.02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 2,725 3 -.02 .04 -.03 .04 -.10-.05 -.07-.02 -.03 .04  -.01 -.02 .00 -.09-.06 -.02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A16 
Predictive Validity for Gf and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
             
All 186 3 .08 .08 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10-.10 .10 .00  .08 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.25-.36 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.25-.36 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 119 2 .10 .10 .13 .00 -.05-.30 .13-.13 .13 .00  .10 .13 .00 -.05-.30 .13 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 186 3 .08 .08 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10-.10 .10 .00  .08 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10 .00 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 .13 -- .19 -- -.09-.45 ----- .20 --  .13 .19 -- -.09-.45 .20 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 186 3 .08 .08 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10-.10 .11 .00  .08 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .11 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 186 3 .08 .08 .12 .00 -.01-.26 .12-.12 .13 .00  .08 .12 .00 -.01-.26 .13 .00 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All 119 2 .10 .10 .13 .00 -.05-.29 .13-.13 .13 .00  .10 .13 .00 -.05-.29 .13 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 119 2 .10 .10 .13 .00 -.05-.30 .13-.13 .13 .00  .10 .13 .00 -.05-.30 .13 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 119 2 .10 .10 .13 .00 -.05-.29 .13-.13 .13 .00  .10 .13 .00 -.05-.29 .13 .00 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 .13 -- .19 -- -.09-.45 ----- .20 --  .13 .19 -- -.09-.45 .20 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 119 2 .10 .10 .13 .00 -.05-.30 .13-.13 .14 .00  .10 .13 .00 -.05-.30 .14 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 119 2 .10 .10 .16 .00 -.06-.36 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 -.06-.36 .16 .00 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
         
All 19 1 -.06 -- -.08 -- -.61-.49 ----- -.08 --  -.06 -.08 -- -.61-.49 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 19 1 -.06 -- -.08 -- -.62-.49 ----- -.08 --  -.06 -.08 -- -.62-.49 -.08 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 19 1 -.06 -- -.08 -- -.61-.49 ----- -.08 --  -.06 -.08 -- -.61-.49 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 19 1 -.06 -- -.08 -- -.62-.50 ----- -.08 --  -.06 -.08 -- -.62-.50 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 19 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.70-.57 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.70-.57 -.10 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
         
All 100 1 .13 -- .16 -- -.07-.39 ----- .17 --  .13 .16 -- -.07-.39 .17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 100 1 .13 -- .17 -- -.08-.40 ----- .17 --  .13 .17 -- -.08-.40 .17 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 100 1 .13 -- .16 -- -.07-.39 ----- .17 --  .13 .16 -- -.07-.39 .17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 .13 -- .19 -- -.09-.45 ----- .20 --  .13 .19 -- -.09-.45 .20 -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 100 1 .13 -- .17 -- -.08-.40 ----- .18 --  .13 .17 -- -.08-.40 .18 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 100 1 .13 -- .20 -- -.09-.47 ----- .21 --  .13 .20 -- -.09-.47 .21 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All 25 1 .05 -- .06 -- -.43-.53 ----- .06 --  .05 .06 -- -.43-.53 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 25 1 .05 -- .06 -- -.43-.53 ----- .06 --  .05 .06 -- -.43-.53 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 25 1 .05 -- .06 -- -.44-.54 ----- .06 --  .05 .06 -- -.44-.54 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 25 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.51-.62 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.51-.62 .07 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All 67 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.24-.35 ----- .06 --  .04 .05 -- -.24-.35 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.25-.36 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.25-.36 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.24-.35 ----- .06 --  .04 .05 -- -.24-.35 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.25-.35 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.25-.35 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .04 -- .07 -- -.30-.42 ----- .07 --  .04 .07 -- -.30-.42 .07 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
         
All 67 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.24-.35 ----- .06 --  .04 .05 -- -.24-.35 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.25-.36 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.25-.36 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.24-.35 ----- .06 --  .04 .05 -- -.24-.35 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.25-.35 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.25-.35 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .04 -- .07 -- -.30-.42 ----- .07 --  .04 .07 -- -.30-.42 .07 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All 67 1 .06 -- .07 -- -.23-.36 ----- .07 --  .06 .07 -- -.23-.36 .07 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .06 -- .07 -- -.23-.37 ----- .08 --  .06 .07 -- -.23-.37 .08 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .06 -- .07 -- -.23-.36 ----- .07 --  .06 .07 -- -.23-.36 .07 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .06 -- .07 -- -.23-.37 ----- .08 --  .06 .07 -- -.23-.37 .08 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .06 -- .09 -- -.28-.43 ----- .09 --  .06 .09 -- -.28-.43 .09 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All 67 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.34-.25 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.34-.25 -.05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.35-.26 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.35-.26 -.05 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.34-.25 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.34-.25 -.05 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.35-.26 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.35-.26 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 -.04 -- -.06 -- -.41-.31 ----- -.06 --  -.04 -.06 -- -.41-.31 -.06 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
         
All 67 1 .11 -- .14 -- -.16-.42 ----- .14 --  .11 .14 -- -.16-.42 .14 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .11 -- .14 -- -.16-.43 ----- .15 --  .11 .14 -- -.16-.43 .15 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .11 -- .14 -- -.16-.42 ----- .14 --  .11 .14 -- -.16-.42 .14 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .11 -- .14 -- -.16-.43 ----- .15 --  .11 .14 -- -.16-.43 .15 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.20-.50 ----- .18 --  .11 .17 -- -.20-.50 .18 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
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All 170 3 .14 .16 .23 .13 -.07-.52 .06-.40 .24 .14  .14 .23 .13 -.07-.52 .24 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.20-.59 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.20-.59 .23 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 103 2 .15 .24 .25 .30 -.30-.74 -.14-.64 .27 .32  .15 .25 .30 -.30-.74 .27 .32 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 170 3 .14 .16 .23 .13 -.07-.52 .06-.40 .24 .14  .14 .23 .13 -.07-.52 .24 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 170 3 .14 .16 .24 .14 -.07-.53 .06-.41 .25 .14  .14 .24 .14 -.07-.53 .25 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 103 2 .15 .24 .23 .28 -.28-.70 -.13-.59 .24 .30  .15 .23 .28 -.28-.70 .24 .30 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All 103 2 .15 .24 .25 .31 -.30-.73 -.14-.64 .26 .32  .15 .25 .31 -.30-.73 .26 .32 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 103 2 .15 .24 .25 .30 -.30-.74 -.14-.64 .27 .32  .15 .25 .30 -.30-.74 .27 .32 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 103 2 .15 .24 .25 .31 -.30-.73 -.14-.64 .26 .32  .15 .25 .31 -.30-.73 .26 .32 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 103 2 .15 .24 .26 .31 -.31-.74 -.14-.66 .27 .33  .15 .26 .31 -.31-.74 .27 .33 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 103 2 .15 .24 .23 .28 -.28-.70 -.13-.59 .24 .30  .15 .23 .28 -.28-.70 .24 .30 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
     
All 103 2 .15 .24 .25 .31 -.30-.73 -.14-.64 .26 .32  .15 .25 .31 -.30-.73 .26 .32 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 103 2 .15 .24 .25 .30 -.30-.74 -.14-.64 .27 .32  .15 .25 .30 -.30-.74 .27 .32 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 103 2 .15 .24 .25 .31 -.30-.73 -.14-.64 .26 .32  .15 .25 .31 -.30-.73 .26 .32 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 103 2 .15 .24 .26 .31 -.31-.74 -.14-.66 .27 .33  .15 .26 .31 -.31-.74 .27 .33 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 103 2 .15 .24 .23 .28 -.28-.70 -.13-.59 .24 .30  .15 .23 .28 -.28-.70 .24 .30 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
         
All 67 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.19-.58 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.19-.58 .22 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.20-.59 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.20-.59 .23 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.19-.58 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.19-.58 .22 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.20-.58 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.20-.58 .22 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All 67 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.19-.58 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.19-.58 .22 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .12 -- .22 -- -.20-.59 ----- .23 --  .12 .22 -- -.20-.59 .23 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.19-.58 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.19-.58 .22 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.20-.58 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.20-.58 .22 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.17 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.19-.25 .04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.11-.18 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.17 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.17-.23 .04 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.16 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.22-.28 .03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.11-.18 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.20-.26 .04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.16 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.16-.22 .03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.17 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.19-.25 .04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.11-.18 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.17 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.17-.23 .04 -- 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.16 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.22-.28 .03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.11-.18 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.20-.26 .04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.16 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.16-.22 .03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.17 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.19-.25 .04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.11-.18 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.17 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.17-.23 .04 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.16 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.22-.28 .03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.11-.18 ----- .04 --  .02 .03 -- -.20-.26 .04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 566 1 .02 -- .03 -- -.10-.16 ----- .03 --  .02 .03 -- -.16-.22 .03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
         
All 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.67 ----- .46 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.67 .46 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 99 1 .29 -- .39 -- .15-.62 ----- .41 --  .29 .39 -- .15-.62 .41 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
     
All 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.67 ----- .46 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.67 .46 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 99 1 .29 -- .39 -- .15-.62 ----- .41 --  .29 .39 -- .15-.62 .41 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.66 ----- .45 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.66 .45 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 99 1 .29 -- .43 -- .17-.67 ----- .46 --  .29 .43 -- .17-.67 .46 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 99 1 .29 -- .39 -- .15-.62 ----- .41 --  .29 .39 -- .15-.62 .41 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A17 
Predictive Validity for Gf and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All 3,621 3 -.03 .04 -.05 .04 -.12-.02 -.10-.00 -.05 .04  -.08 -.14 .00 -.27-.01 -.14 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.15 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.16-.09 -.04 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,621 3 -.03 .04 -.05 .04 -.12-.02 -.10-.00 -.05 .04  -.08 -.14 .00 -.27-.00 -.14 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,621 3 -.03 .04 -.05 .04 -.12-.02 -.10-.00 -.05 .04  -.06 -.11 .03 -.25-.03 -.12 .03 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
               
All 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.19 -.04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.16-.09 -.04 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.19 -.04 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.21-.14 -.04 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
           
All 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.19 -.04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.16-.09 -.04 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.19 -.04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,348 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.09-.02 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.21-.14 -.04 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
          
All 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.15 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.17 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 273 2 -.13 .05 -.19 .00 -.29--.09 -.19--.19 -.20 .00  -.13 -.19 .00 -.29--.09 -.20 .00 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
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All 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.15 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.16 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 273 2 -.13 .05 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.16--.16 -.17 .00  -.13 -.16 .00 -.24--.07 -.17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 273 2 -.13 .05 -.19 .00 -.29--.09 -.19--.19 -.20 .00  -.13 -.19 .00 -.29--.09 -.20 .00 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A18 
Predictive Validity of Gf and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
          
All 1,147 16 .21 .12 .35 .00 .26-.44 .35-.35 .37 .00  .21 .35 .00 .26-.44 .37 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 249 4 .25 .10 .42 .00 .26-.56 .42-.42 .44 .00  .25 .42 .00 .26-.56 .44 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 379 5 .16 .17 .26 .17 .02-.49 .05-.48 .28 .17  .16 .26 .17 .02-.49 .28 .17 
      Complexity: Low 38 1 .41 -- .63 -- .22-.95 ----- .66 --  .41 .63 -- .22-.95 .66 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,147 16 .21 .12 .35 .00 .26-.44 .35-.35 .37 .00  .21 .35 .00 .26-.44 .37 .00 
      Age: Below 40 190 2 .11 .10 .21 .00 -.06-.46 .21-.21 .22 .00  .12 .23 .00 -.05-.48 .24 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 87 3 .41 .14 .62 .00 .39-.82 .62-.62 .65 .00  .41 .62 .00 .39-.82 .65 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,147 16 .21 .12 .36 .00 .27-.45 .36-.36 .38 .00  .21 .36 .00 .27-.45 .38 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 655 7 .17 .12 .25 .03 .12-.38 .21-.29 .27 .03  .17 .25 .03 .12-.38 .27 .03 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All 521 7 .20 .12 .33 .00 .18-.47 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .33 .00 .18-.47 .34 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 141 2 .30 .10 .50 .00 .27-.70 .50-.50 .52 .00  .30 .50 .00 .27-.70 .52 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 161 1 .10 -- .17 -- -.09-.42 ----- .18 --  .10 .17 -- -.09-.42 .18 -- 
      Complexity: Low 38 1 .41 -- .63 -- .22-.95 ----- .66 --  .41 .63 -- .22-.95 .66 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 521 7 .20 .12 .33 .00 .18-.47 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .33 .00 .18-.47 .34 .00 
      Age: Below 40 59 1 .21 -- .40 -- -.07-.76 ----- .43 --  .21 .40 -- -.07-.76 .43 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 521 7 .20 .12 .33 .00 .19-.47 .33-.33 .35 .00  .20 .33 .00 .19-.47 .35 .00 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 387 4 .17 .12 .26 .06 .08-.44 .18-.34 .27 .07  .17 .26 .06 .08-.44 .27 .07 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All 87 3 .41 .14 .63 .00 .41-.83 .63-.63 .67 .00  .41 .63 .00 .41-.83 .67 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 87 3 .41 .14 .64 .00 .41-.83 .64-.64 .67 .00  .41 .64 .00 .41-.83 .67 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 87 3 .41 .14 .63 .00 .41-.83 .63-.63 .67 .00  .41 .63 .00 .41-.83 .67 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 87 3 .41 .14 .62 .00 .39-.82 .62-.62 .65 .00  .41 .62 .00 .39-.82 .65 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 87 3 .41 .14 .64 .00 .41-.84 .64-.64 .67 .00  .41 .64 .00 .41-.84 .67 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All 539 6 .20 .10 .33 .00 .20-.45 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .33 .00 .20-.45 .34 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 108 2 .18 .06 .32 .00 .17-.45 .32-.32 .33 .00  .18 .32 .00 .17-.45 .33 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 131 1 .06 -- .10 -- -.19-.39 ----- .11 --  .06 .10 -- -.19-.39 .11 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 539 6 .20 .10 .33 .00 .20-.45 .33-.33 .34 .00  .20 .33 .00 .20-.45 .34 .00 
      Age: Below 40 131 1 .06 -- .12 -- -.22-.44 ----- .13 --  .06 .12 -- -.27-.48 .13 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 539 6 .20 .10 .34 .00 .21-.46 .34-.34 .35 .00  .20 .34 .00 .21-.46 .35 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 268 3 .16 .14 .24 .11 .00-.48 .10-.39 .26 .12  .16 .24 .11 .00-.48 .26 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A19 
Predictive Validity of Gf and Absences/Tardiness 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.19 .12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 .09 .07 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .12 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.19 .12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.20 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.20 .12 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 306 3 .09 .06 .14 .00 .03-.24 .14-.14 .14 .00  .09 .14 .00 .03-.24 .14 .00 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
              
All 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.19 .12 .00 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 .09 .07 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .12 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.19 .12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.20 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.20 .12 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 306 3 .09 .06 .14 .00 .03-.24 .14-.14 .14 .00  .09 .14 .00 .03-.24 .14 .00 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
           
All 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.19 .12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 273 2 .09 .07 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .12 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.19 .12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 306 3 .09 .06 .11 .00 .03-.20 .11-.11 .12 .00  .09 .11 .00 .03-.20 .12 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 306 3 .09 .06 .14 .00 .03-.24 .14-.14 .14 .00  .09 .14 .00 .03-.24 .14 .00 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
            
All 65 1 -.10 -- -.16 -- -.54-.25 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.16 -- -.54-.25 -.17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.10 -- -.17 -- -.56-.26 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.17 -- -.56-.26 -.17 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 -.10 -- -.16 -- -.54-.25 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.16 -- -.54-.25 -.17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.10 -- -.16 -- -.55-.25 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.16 -- -.55-.25 -.17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 -.10 -- -.15 -- -.51-.23 ----- -.15 --  -.10 -.15 -- -.51-.23 -.15 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
          
All 65 1 -.10 -- -.16 -- -.54-.25 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.16 -- -.54-.25 -.17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.10 -- -.17 -- -.56-.26 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.17 -- -.56-.26 -.17 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 -.10 -- -.16 -- -.54-.25 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.16 -- -.54-.25 -.17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.10 -- -.16 -- -.55-.25 ----- -.17 --  -.10 -.16 -- -.55-.25 -.17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 -.10 -- -.15 -- -.51-.23 ----- -.15 --  -.10 -.15 -- -.51-.23 -.15 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A20 
Predictive Validity for Gf and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
               
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A21 
Predictive Validity for Gf and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
          
All 519 1 -.03 -- -.07 -- -.27-.13 ----- -.07 --  -.03 -.07 -- -.37-.24 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 -.03 -- -.07 -- -.27-.13 ----- -.07 --  -.03 -.07 -- -.27-.13 -.07 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 -.03 -- -.07 -- -.27-.13 ----- -.07 --  -.03 -.07 -- -.37-.24 -.07 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
           
All 128 5 .21 .11 .35 .00 .20-.49 .35-.35 .37 .00  .21 .35 .00 .20-.49 .37 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 128 5 .21 .11 .36 .00 .21-.50 .36-.36 .38 .00  .21 .36 .00 .21-.50 .38 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 128 5 .21 .11 .35 .00 .20-.49 .35-.35 .37 .00  .21 .35 .00 .20-.49 .37 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .21 .15 .40 .00 .12-.64 .40-.40 .43 .00  .21 .40 .00 .12-.64 .43 .00 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 128 5 .21 .11 .36 .00 .21-.50 .36-.36 .37 .00  .21 .36 .00 .21-.50 .37 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .21 .15 .32 .00 .09-.54 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .32 .00 .09-.54 .34 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All 63 4 .21 .15 .35 .00 .10-.58 .35-.35 .37 .00  .21 .35 .00 .10-.58 .37 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 63 4 .21 .15 .36 .00 .11-.59 .36-.36 .38 .00  .21 .36 .00 .11-.59 .38 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .21 .15 .35 .00 .10-.58 .35-.35 .37 .00  .21 .35 .00 .10-.58 .37 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .21 .15 .40 .00 .12-.64 .40-.40 .43 .00  .21 .40 .00 .12-.64 .43 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .21 .15 .36 .00 .10-.59 .36-.36 .37 .00  .21 .36 .00 .10-.59 .37 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .21 .15 .32 .00 .09-.54 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .32 .00 .09-.54 .34 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All 123 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.10-.47 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.10-.47 .21 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 123 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.10-.47 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.10-.47 .21 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 123 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.10-.48 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.10-.48 .21 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 123 1 .12 -- .18 -- -.09-.44 ----- .19 --  .12 .18 -- -.09-.44 .19 -- 
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Table A22 
Predictive Validity of Gsm and Performance Determinants  
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  720 
 
Table A23 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All 1,170 3 .36 .00 .45 .00 .44-.45 .45-.45 .52 .00 
 .36 .45 .00 .44-.45 .52 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 29 1 .58 -- .85 -- .58-1.00 ----- .92 -- 
 .58 .85 -- .58-1.00 .92 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,141 2 .35 .00 .44 .00 .44-.44 .44-.44 .51 .00 
 .35 .44 .00 .44-.44 .51 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,141 2 .35 .00 .44 .00 .44-.44 .44-.44 .51 .00 
 .35 .44 .00 .44-.44 .51 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 29 1 .58 -- .85 -- .58-1.00 ----- .92 -- 
 .58 .85 -- .58-1.00 .92 -- 
      Age: Below 40 29 1 .58 -- .84 -- .55-1.00 ----- .87 -- 
 .58 .84 -- .55-1.00 .87 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,170 3 .36 .00 .45 .00 .44-.45 .45-.45 .52 .00 
 .36 .45 .00 .44-.45 .52 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,170 3 .36 .00 .45 .00 .44-.45 .45-.45 .52 .00 
 .36 .45 .00 .44-.45 .52 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 29 1 .58 -- .85 -- .58-1.00 ----- .92 -- 
 .58 .85 -- .58-1.00 .92 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 29 1 .58 -- .85 -- .58-1.00 ----- .92 -- 
 .58 .85 -- .58-1.00 .92 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 29 1 .58 -- .85 -- .58-1.00 ----- .92 -- 
 .58 .85 -- .58-1.00 .92 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 29 1 .58 -- .85 -- .58-1.00 ----- .92 -- 
 .58 .85 -- .58-1.00 .92 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 29 1 .58 -- .85 -- .58-1.00 ----- .92 -- 
 .58 .85 -- .58-1.00 .92 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,141 2 .35 .00 .44 .00 .44-.44 .44-.44 .51 .00 
 .35 .44 .00 .44-.44 .51 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,141 2 .35 .00 .44 .00 .44-.44 .44-.44 .51 .00 
 .35 .44 .00 .44-.44 .51 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,141 2 .35 .00 .44 .00 .44-.44 .44-.44 .51 .00 
 .35 .44 .00 .44-.44 .51 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .35 .00 .44 .00 .44-.44 .44-.44 .51 .00 
 .35 .44 .00 .44-.44 .51 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
      Age: Below 40 51 2 .25 .01 .47 .00 .46-.49 .47-.47 .49 .00 
 .25 .47 .00 .46-.49 .49 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 259 2 .21 .01 .44 .00 .42-.45 .44-.44 .47 .00 
 .21 .44 .00 .42-.45 .47 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Civilian 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .00-.74 .47 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
      Age: Below 40 51 2 .25 .01 .47 .00 .46-.49 .47-.47 .49 .00 
 .25 .47 .00 .46-.49 .49 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 259 2 .21 .01 .44 .00 .42-.45 .44-.44 .47 .00 
 .21 .44 .00 .42-.45 .47 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 310 4 .22 .02 .45 .00 .42-.48 .45-.45 .48 .00 
 .22 .45 .00 .42-.48 .48 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .00-.74 .47 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 159 1 .21 -- .43 -- .13-.66 ----- .46 -- 
 .21 .43 -- .13-.66 .46 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 22 1 .25 -- .49 -- -.35-.95 ----- .53 -- 
 .25 .49 -- -.35-.95 .53 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A24 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Overall Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted 
 
Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A25 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A26 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A27 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A28 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A29 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A30 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A31 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A32 
Predictive Validity for Gsm and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .30 .25 .55 .00 .11-.85 .55-.55 .58 .00 
 .30 .55 .00 .11-.85 .58 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .30 .25 .55 .00 .11-.85 .55-.55 .58 .00 
 .30 .55 .00 .11-.85 .58 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .30 .25 .58 .00 .12-.87 .58-.58 .63 .00 
 .30 .58 .00 .12-.87 .63 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A33 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Performance Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
         
All 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .22-.37 .31 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .21-.36 .31 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .21-.36 .31 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .22-.37 .31 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .22-.36 .31 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .21-.36 .31 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .22-.36 .31 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .21-.36 .31 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 465 2 .18 .03 .29 .00 .21-.36 .29-.29 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .21-.36 .30 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 590 3 .14 .14 .28 .21 -.04-.55 .01-.55 .29 .22  .14 .27 .23 -.06-.56 .29 .24 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .14 .14 .28 .21 -.04-.55 .01-.55 .29 .22  .14 .28 .21 -.04-.55 .29 .22 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .14 .14 .28 .21 -.04-.55 .01-.55 .29 .22  .14 .28 .22 -.04-.55 .29 .23 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .09 .12 .19 .18 -.14-.49 -.04-.42 .20 .19  .08 .16 .19 -.17-.47 .17 .20 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .30 -- .56 -- .28-.77 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .28-.77 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 590 3 .14 .14 .28 .21 -.04-.55 .01-.55 .29 .22  .14 .27 .22 -.05-.56 .29 .23 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All 590 3 .13 .13 .26 .20 -.05-.53 .00-.52 .27 .22  .13 .26 .22 -.07-.54 .27 .23 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .13 .13 .26 .20 -.05-.53 .00-.52 .27 .22  .13 .26 .21 -.05-.53 .27 .22 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .13 .13 .26 .20 -.05-.53 .00-.52 .27 .22  .13 .26 .21 -.05-.53 .27 .22 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .08 .10 .17 .14 -.11-.42 -.01-.34 .18 .14  .07 .14 .13 -.14-.41 .15 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .30 -- .56 -- .28-.77 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .28-.77 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 590 3 .13 .13 .26 .20 -.05-.53 .00-.52 .27 .22  .13 .26 .22 -.06-.54 .27 .23 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
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All 465 2 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.09-.22 .06-.06 .07 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.11-.21 .06 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.09-.22 .06-.06 .07 .00  .03 .06 .00 -.09-.22 .07 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.09-.22 .06-.06 .07 .00  .03 .06 .00 -.10-.22 .06 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.09-.22 .06-.06 .07 .00  .02 .05 .00 -.11-.21 .05 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.09-.22 .06-.06 .07 .00  .03 .06 .00 -.10-.21 .06 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
     
All 590 3 .15 .13 .30 .20 -.01-.56 .04-.55 .31 .21  .14 .29 .22 -.03-.57 .31 .23 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .15 .13 .30 .20 -.01-.56 .04-.55 .31 .21  .15 .30 .20 -.01-.56 .31 .21 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .15 .13 .30 .20 -.01-.56 .04-.55 .31 .21  .15 .30 .20 -.02-.56 .31 .21 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .11 .12 .22 .19 -.12-.52 -.02-.46 .23 .20  .09 .19 .19 -.16-.50 .20 .20 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .30 -- .56 -- .28-.77 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .28-.77 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 590 3 .15 .13 .30 .20 -.01-.56 .04-.55 .31 .21  .15 .29 .21 -.02-.57 .31 .22 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .11 .23 .31 -.26-.64 .24 .33 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .13 .26 .30 -.22-.65 .27 .31 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .12 .25 .30 -.23-.65 .27 .32 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .11 .22 .31 -.27-.64 .24 .33 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .12 .24 .30 -.25-.65 .25 .32 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
     
All 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .11 .23 .31 -.26-.64 .24 .33 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .13 .26 .30 -.22-.65 .27 .31 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .12 .25 .30 -.23-.65 .27 .32 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .11 .22 .31 -.27-.64 .24 .33 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .13 .17 .26 .30 -.22-.65 -.12-.64 .28 .31  .12 .24 .30 -.25-.65 .25 .32 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A34 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Task Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
           
All 590 3 .10 .14 .21 .23 -.12-.49 -.09-.50 .22 .24  .10 .20 .25 -.14-.51 .21 .26 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .10 .14 .21 .23 -.12-.49 -.09-.50 .22 .24  .10 .21 .23 -.12-.50 .22 .24 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .10 .14 .21 .23 -.12-.49 -.09-.50 .22 .24  .10 .20 .23 -.12-.50 .22 .25 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .06 .12 .12 .20 -.22-.43 -.14-.37 .12 .21  .04 .09 .20 -.26-.42 .09 .21 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .27 -- .51 -- .21-.74 ----- .54 --  .27 .51 -- .21-.74 .54 -- 
      Context: Research 590 3 .10 .14 .21 .23 -.12-.49 -.09-.50 .22 .24  .10 .20 .24 -.13-.50 .21 .25 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .10 .14 .21 .23 -.12-.49 -.09-.50 .22 .24  .10 .21 .23 -.12-.50 .22 .24 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .10 .14 .21 .23 -.12-.49 -.09-.50 .22 .24  .10 .20 .24 -.13-.50 .22 .25 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 465 2 .06 .12 .12 .20 -.22-.43 -.14-.37 .12 .21  .05 .11 .20 -.23-.43 .12 .21 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .27 -- .51 -- .21-.74 ----- .54 --  .27 .51 -- .21-.74 .54 -- 
                  Context: Research 590 3 .10 .14 .21 .23 -.12-.49 -.09-.50 .22 .24  .10 .21 .23 -.12-.49 .22 .24 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
       
All 590 3 .14 .16 .27 .25 -.08-.58 -.05-.60 .29 .27  .13 .26 .27 -.12-.58 .27 .29 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .14 .16 .27 .25 -.08-.58 -.05-.60 .29 .27  .13 .27 .26 -.09-.58 .29 .27 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .14 .16 .27 .25 -.08-.58 -.05-.60 .29 .27  .13 .27 .26 -.10-.58 .28 .27 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .10 .17 .20 .31 -.27-.61 -.19-.60 .21 .32  .08 .16 .32 -.33-.60 .17 .34 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .27 -- .51 -- .21-.74 ----- .54 --  .27 .51 -- .21-.74 .54 -- 
      Context: Research 590 3 .14 .16 .27 .25 -.08-.58 -.05-.60 .29 .27  .13 .26 .27 -.11-.58 .28 .28 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .14 .16 .27 .25 -.08-.58 -.05-.60 .29 .27  .13 .27 .26 -.09-.58 .29 .27 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .14 .16 .27 .25 -.08-.58 -.05-.60 .29 .27  .13 .27 .26 -.10-.58 .28 .28 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 465 2 .10 .17 .20 .31 -.27-.61 -.19-.60 .21 .32  .10 .20 .31 -.28-.61 .21 .33 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .27 -- .51 -- .21-.74 ----- .54 --  .27 .51 -- .21-.74 .54 -- 
                  Context: Research 590 3 .14 .16 .27 .25 -.08-.58 -.05-.60 .29 .27  .13 .27 .25 -.08-.58 .29 .27 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
  
All 590 3 .15 .17 .29 .29 -.10-.62 -.07-.66 .31 .30  .14 .28 .31 -.14-.63 .30 .33 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .15 .17 .29 .29 -.10-.62 -.07-.66 .31 .30  .15 .29 .29 -.10-.62 .31 .30 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .15 .17 .29 .29 -.10-.62 -.07-.66 .31 .30  .14 .29 .29 -.11-.62 .31 .31 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .10 .17 .20 .31 -.27-.61 -.19-.60 .21 .32  .08 .16 .32 -.33-.60 .17 .34 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .32 -- .59 -- .33-.79 ----- .63 --  .32 .59 -- .33-.79 .63 -- 
      Context: Research 590 3 .15 .17 .29 .29 -.10-.62 -.07-.66 .31 .30  .14 .29 .30 -.12-.63 .30 .32 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
      
All 125 1 .21 -- .41 -- .09-.67 ----- .44 --  .21 .41 -- .09-.67 .44 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 125 1 .21 -- .41 -- .09-.67 ----- .44 --  .21 .41 -- .09-.67 .44 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 125 1 .21 -- .41 -- .09-.67 ----- .44 --  .21 .41 -- .09-.67 .44 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .21 -- .41 -- .09-.67 ----- .44 --  .21 .41 -- .09-.67 .44 -- 
      Context: Research 125 1 .21 -- .41 -- .09-.67 ----- .44 --  .21 .41 -- .09-.67 .44 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .01 .00 -.18-.21 .01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .03 .03 -.17-.22 .03 .03 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .02 .02 -.17-.22 .03 .03 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .01 .00 -.19-.21 .01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .02 .00 -.18-.22 .02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
        
All 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .01 .00 -.18-.21 .01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .03 .03 -.17-.22 .03 .03 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .02 .02 -.17-.22 .03 .03 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .01 .00 -.19-.21 .01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .01 .07 .03 .03 -.16-.22 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .01 .02 .00 -.18-.22 .02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A35 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
        
All 590 3 .09 .08 .18 .03 .00-.35 .14-.23 .19 .04  .09 .17 .03 -.02-.35 .18 .03 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .09 .08 .18 .03 .00-.35 .14-.23 .19 .04  .09 .18 .03 .00-.35 .19 .04 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .09 .08 .18 .03 .00-.35 .14-.23 .19 .04  .09 .18 .03 .00-.35 .19 .04 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .06 .13 .11 -.13-.37 .14 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
      Context: Research 590 3 .09 .08 .18 .03 .00-.35 .14-.23 .19 .04  .09 .18 .03 -.01-.35 .19 .04 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 590 3 .09 .08 .18 .03 .00-.35 .14-.23 .19 .04  .09 .18 .03 .00-.35 .19 .04 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 590 3 .09 .08 .18 .03 .00-.35 .14-.23 .19 .04  .09 .18 .03 -.01-.35 .19 .04 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .15 .11 -.11-.38 .16 .12 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
                  Context: Research 590 3 .09 .08 .18 .03 .00-.35 .14-.23 .19 .04  .09 .18 .03 .00-.35 .19 .04 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
      Context: Research 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
                  Context: Research 125 1 .15 -- .30 -- -.05-.60 ----- .32 --  .15 .30 -- -.05-.60 .32 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
         
All 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .06 .13 .11 -.13-.38 .14 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .16 .12 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .14 .11 -.11-.38 .15 .12 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .06 .13 .11 -.13-.37 .14 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .14 .11 -.12-.38 .15 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .16 .12 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .14 .11 -.11-.38 .15 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .15 .11 -.11-.38 .16 .12 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 465 2 .07 .09 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .01-.29 .16 .12  .07 .15 .11 -.10-.39 .16 .12 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  753 
 
Table A36 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  755 
 
Table A37 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and OCB 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
             
All 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .04 .08 .23 -.30-.43 .08 .24 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .05 .10 .23 -.26-.45 .11 .24 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .05 .10 .23 -.27-.44 .10 .24 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .04 .07 .23 -.30-.43 .08 .24 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .04 .09 .23 -.28-.44 .09 .24 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .04 .08 .23 -.30-.43 .08 .24 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .05 .10 .23 -.26-.45 .11 .24 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .05 .10 .23 -.27-.44 .10 .24 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .04 .07 .23 -.30-.43 .08 .24 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .05 .13 .11 .23 -.26-.45 -.18-.39 .11 .24  .04 .09 .23 -.28-.44 .09 .24 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human 
Relations 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A38 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Performance Outcomes 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A39 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A40 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A41 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A42 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A43 
Predictive Validity for Glr-LE and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning  
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity    
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity    
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability    
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity  
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
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Table A44 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Performance Determinants  
   
Sample Size Weighted  
 
Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
            
All 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 442 3 .18 .08 .33 .00 .18-.47 .33-.33 .37 .00 
 .18 .33 .00 .17-.47 .37 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 442 3 .18 .08 .32 .00 .17-.46 .32-.32 .36 .00 
 .18 .32 .00 .17-.46 .36 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .06-.34 .22 .12 
 .09 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .22 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .06-.34 .22 .12 
 .09 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .22 .12 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .06-.34 .22 .12 
 .09 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .22 .12 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .24 .23 .51 .29 -.19-.88 .15-.88 .58 .32 
 .24 .51 .29 -.19-.88 .58 .32 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .05 .04 .13 .00 .02-.23 .13-.13 .14 .00 
 .05 .13 .00 .02-.23 .14 .00 
      Context: Research 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .06-.34 .22 .12 
 .09 .20 .11 -.04-.42 .22 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .05-.35 .22 .13 
 .09 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .22 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .05-.35 .22 .13 
 .09 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .22 .13 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .05-.35 .22 .13 
 .09 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .22 .13 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .24 .24 .52 .30 -.21-.89 .13-.90 .58 .33 
 .24 .52 .30 -.21-.89 .58 .33 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .05 .03 .12 .00 .04-.20 .12-.12 .13 .00 
 .05 .12 .00 .04-.20 .13 .00 
      Context: Research 467 5 .09 .12 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .05-.35 .22 .13 
 .09 .20 .12 -.04-.42 .22 .13 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
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All 467 5 .09 .12 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .03-.38 .23 .15 
 .09 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .23 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .09 .12 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .03-.38 .23 .15 
 .09 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .23 .15 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .09 .12 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .03-.38 .23 .15 
 .09 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .23 .15 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .24 .23 .51 .27 -.18-.88 .16-.86 .58 .31 
 .24 .51 .27 -.18-.88 .58 .31 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .06 .07 .13 .00 -.04-.30 .13-.13 .15 .00 
 .06 .13 .00 -.04-.30 .15 .00 
      Context: Research 467 5 .09 .12 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .03-.38 .23 .15 
 .09 .21 .14 -.04-.43 .23 .15 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All 467 5 .08 .12 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .03-.36 .22 .14 
 .08 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .22 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .08 .12 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .03-.36 .22 .14 
 .08 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .22 .14 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .08 .12 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .03-.36 .22 .14 
 .08 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .22 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .24 .25 .52 .32 -.24-.90 .11-.93 .58 .36 
 .24 .52 .32 -.24-.90 .58 .36 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .05 .02 .11 .00 .05-.17 .11-.11 .13 .00 
 .05 .11 .00 .05-.17 .13 .00 
      Context: Research 467 5 .08 .12 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .03-.36 .22 .14 
 .08 .19 .13 -.05-.42 .22 .14 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.36 .14-.14 .16 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.36 .16 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
All 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.36 .14-.14 .16 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.36 .16 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .06 .09 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.10-.35 .15 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .24 .22 .51 .26 -.16-.87 .18-.84 .57 .29 
 .24 .51 .26 -.16-.87 .57 .29 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
  
All 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .24 .22 .51 .26 -.16-.87 .18-.84 .57 .29 
 .24 .51 .26 -.16-.87 .57 .29 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 89 2 .24 .22 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .17-.83 .55 .29 
 .24 .50 .26 -.16-.86 .55 .29 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A45 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
          
All 936 7 .09 .04 .19 .00 .13-.25 .19-.19 .21 .00 
 .09 .19 .00 .13-.25 .21 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 936 7 .09 .04 .19 .00 .13-.25 .19-.19 .21 .00 
 .09 .19 .00 .13-.25 .21 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 936 7 .09 .04 .19 .00 .13-.25 .19-.19 .21 .00 
 .09 .19 .00 .13-.25 .21 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 558 4 .10 .05 .20 .00 .09-.31 .20-.20 .23 .00 
 .09 .20 .00 .09-.31 .23 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .08 .02 .18 .00 .13-.23 .18-.18 .21 .00 
 .08 .18 .00 .13-.23 .21 .00 
      Context: Research 936 7 .09 .04 .19 .00 .13-.25 .19-.19 .21 .00 
 .09 .19 .00 .13-.25 .21 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 936 7 .09 .04 .19 .00 .13-.25 .19-.19 .21 .00 
 .09 .19 .00 .13-.25 .21 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 936 7 .09 .04 .19 .00 .13-.25 .19-.19 .21 .00 
 .09 .19 .00 .13-.25 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 558 4 .10 .05 .20 .00 .09-.30 .20-.20 .22 .00 
 .10 .20 .00 .09-.30 .22 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .08 .02 .18 .00 .13-.22 .18-.18 .20 .00 
 .08 .18 .00 .13-.23 .20 .00 
                  Context: Research 936 7 .09 .04 .19 .00 .13-.25 .19-.19 .21 .00 
 .09 .19 .00 .13-.25 .21 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
          
All 135 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.27-.39 ----- .08 -- 
 .03 .07 -- -.27-.39 .08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 135 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.27-.39 ----- .08 -- 
 .03 .07 -- -.27-.39 .08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 135 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.28-.40 ----- .08 -- 
 .03 .07 -- -.28-.40 .08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 135 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.27-.39 ----- .08 -- 
 .03 .07 -- -.27-.39 .08 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All 661 6 .10 .13 .22 .18 -.02-.43 -.01-.45 .25 .20 
 .10 .22 .18 -.02-.43 .25 .20 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .07 .14 .15 .22 -.14-.42 -.13-.44 .17 .24 
 .07 .15 .22 -.14-.42 .17 .24 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 661 6 .10 .13 .22 .18 -.02-.43 -.01-.45 .25 .20 
 .10 .22 .18 -.02-.43 .25 .20 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 283 3 .16 .17 .37 .25 -.06-.69 .05-.70 .42 .28 
 .16 .37 .25 -.06-.69 .42 .28 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .05 .08 .11 .00 -.11-.32 .11-.11 .13 .00 
 .05 .11 .00 -.11-.32 .13 .00 
      Context: Research 661 6 .10 .13 .22 .18 -.02-.43 -.01-.45 .25 .20 
 .10 .22 .18 -.02-.43 .25 .20 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .07 .14 .15 .22 -.14-.42 -.13-.44 .17 .24 
 .07 .15 .22 -.14-.42 .17 .24 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .07 .14 .15 .22 -.14-.42 -.13-.44 .17 .24 
 .07 .15 .22 -.14-.42 .17 .24 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 89 2 .15 .35 .34 .63 -.64-.93 -.47-1.00 .37 .70 
 .15 .34 .63 -.64-.93 .37 .70 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .05 .08 .11 .00 -.10-.31 .11-.11 .12 .00 
 .05 .10 .00 -.11-.31 .12 .00 
                  Context: Research 467 5 .07 .14 .15 .22 -.14-.42 -.13-.44 .17 .24 
 .07 .15 .22 -.14-.42 .17 .24 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 661 6 .07 .14 .16 .24 -.10-.41 -.14-.47 .18 .26 
 .07 .16 .24 -.10-.41 .18 .26 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .03 .15 .07 .26 -.24-.36 -.26-.40 .08 .29 
 .03 .07 .26 -.24-.36 .08 .29 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 661 6 .07 .14 .16 .24 -.10-.41 -.14-.47 .18 .26 
 .07 .16 .24 -.10-.41 .18 .26 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 283 3 .16 .17 .37 .25 -.06-.69 .05-.70 .42 .28 
 .16 .37 .25 -.06-.69 .42 .28 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .00 .09 .00 .00 -.23-.23 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.23-.23 .00 .00 
      Context: Research 661 6 .07 .14 .16 .24 -.10-.41 -.14-.47 .18 .26 
 .07 .16 .24 -.10-.41 .18 .26 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .03 .15 .07 .26 -.24-.36 -.26-.40 .08 .29 
 .03 .07 .26 -.24-.36 .08 .29 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .03 .15 .07 .26 -.24-.36 -.26-.40 .08 .29 
 .03 .07 .26 -.24-.36 .08 .29 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 89 2 .15 .35 .34 .63 -.64-.93 -.47-1.00 .37 .70 
 .15 .34 .63 -.64-.93 .37 .70 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .00 .09 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.22-.22 .00 .00 
                  Context: Research 467 5 .03 .15 .07 .26 -.24-.36 -.26-.40 .08 .29 
 .03 .07 .26 -.24-.36 .08 .29 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
         
All 89 2 .15 .35 .34 .63 -.64-.93 -.47-1.00 .37 .70 
 .15 .34 .63 -.64-.93 .37 .70 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 89 2 .15 .35 .34 .63 -.64-.93 -.47-1.00 .37 .70 
 .15 .34 .63 -.64-.93 .37 .70 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 89 2 .15 .35 .34 .63 -.64-.93 -.47-1.00 .37 .70 
 .15 .34 .63 -.64-.93 .37 .70 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .15 .35 .34 .64 -.65-.92 -.48-1.00 .39 .72 
 .15 .34 .64 -.65-.92 .39 .72 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 89 2 .15 .35 .34 .63 -.64-.93 -.47-1.00 .37 .70 
 .15 .34 .63 -.64-.93 .37 .70 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
    
All 378 3 .00 .09 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00 .00 
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Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .00 .09 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .00 .09 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .00 .09 .00 .00 -.23-.23 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.23-.23 .00 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .00 .09 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00-.00 .00 .00 
 .00 .00 .00 -.22-.23 .00 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
      
All 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .09 .08 .22 .00 .01-.40 .22-.22 .24 .00 
 .09 .22 .00 .01-.40 .24 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
        
All 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .09 .08 .22 .00 .01-.40 .22-.22 .24 .00 
 .09 .22 .00 .01-.40 .24 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .09 .08 .21 .00 .01-.39 .21-.21 .23 .00 
 .09 .21 .00 .01-.39 .23 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A46 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 1,782 23 .11 .13 .25 .12 .13-.37 .10-.40 .28 .13 
 .11 .25 .12 .13-.37 .28 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
      Complexity: Medium 1,294 16 .11 .13 .26 .13 .11-.39 .09-.43 .29 .15 
 .11 .26 .13 .11-.39 .29 .15 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 229 4 -.01 .13 -.02 .00 -.31-.26 -.02--.02 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.02 .00 -.31-.26 -.03 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,553 19 .13 .12 .29 .08 .17-.41 .19-.39 .32 .09 
 .13 .29 .08 .17-.41 .32 .09 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,242 16 .11 .14 .25 .14 .10-.39 .07-.43 .29 .16 
 .11 .26 .14 .10-.40 .29 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 540 7 .12 .13 .27 .12 .04-.47 .11-.43 .31 .14 
 .12 .27 .12 .04-.47 .31 .14 
      Context: Research 1,139 10 .09 .09 .20 .00 .08-.32 .20-.20 .22 .00 
 .09 .20 .00 .08-.32 .22 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 95 1 .21 -- .45 -- .04-.74 ----- .50 -- 
 .21 .45 -- .04-.74 .50 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,294 16 .11 .13 .26 .13 .11-.39 .09-.43 .29 .15 
 .11 .26 .13 .11-.39 .29 .15 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 81 2 .00 .26 .00 .48 -.69-.69 -.62-.62 .00 .54 
 .00 .00 .48 -.69-.69 .00 .54 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 27 1 -.27 -- -.55 -- -.93-.23 ----- -.61 -- 
 -.27 -.55 -- -.93-.23 -.61 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 54 1 .13 -- .30 -- -.31-.73 ----- .33 -- 
 .13 .30 -- -.31-.73 .33 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,213 14 .12 .12 .27 .10 .13-.41 .14-.41 .30 .12 
 .12 .27 .10 .13-.41 .30 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 754 9 .14 .13 .30 .12 .11-.47 .15-.46 .34 .14 
 .14 .30 .12 .11-.47 .34 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 459 5 .10 .12 .22 .11 -.02-.44 .08-.36 .24 .12 
 .10 .22 .11 -.02-.44 .25 .13 
                  Context: Research 909 8 .07 .08 .15 .00 .02-.28 .15-.15 .17 .00 
 .07 .15 .00 .02-.28 .17 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 1,755 22 .11 .13 .24 .10 .12-.35 .12-.37 .27 .11 
 .11 .24 .10 .13-.36 .27 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
      Complexity: Medium 1,294 16 .11 .13 .26 .13 .11-.39 .09-.43 .29 .15 
 .11 .26 .13 .11-.39 .29 .15 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 229 4 -.01 .13 -.02 .00 -.31-.26 -.02--.02 -.03 .00 
 -.01 -.02 .00 -.31-.26 -.03 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,526 18 .12 .12 .28 .05 .16-.39 .21-.35 .31 .06 
 .12 .28 .05 .16-.39 .31 .06 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,242 16 .11 .14 .25 .14 .10-.39 .07-.43 .29 .16 
 .11 .26 .14 .10-.40 .29 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 513 6 .10 .11 .24 .00 .02-.43 .24-.24 .27 .00 
 .10 .24 .00 .02-.43 .27 .00 
      Context: Research 1,139 10 .09 .09 .20 .00 .08-.32 .20-.20 .22 .00 
 .09 .20 .00 .08-.32 .22 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 178 3 .13 .16 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .10-.49 .33 .17 
 .13 .29 .15 -.11-.62 .33 .17 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 95 1 .21 -- .45 -- .04-.74 ----- .50 -- 
 .21 .45 -- .04-.74 .50 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,294 16 .11 .13 .26 .13 .11-.39 .09-.43 .29 .15 
 .11 .26 .13 .11-.39 .29 .15 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 81 2 .00 .26 .00 .48 -.69-.69 -.62-.62 .00 .54 
 .00 .00 .48 -.69-.69 .00 .54 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 27 1 -.27 -- -.55 -- -.93-.23 ----- -.61 -- 
 -.27 -.55 -- -.93-.23 -.61 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 54 1 .13 -- .30 -- -.31-.73 ----- .33 -- 
 .13 .30 -- -.31-.73 .33 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,213 14 .12 .12 .27 .10 .13-.41 .14-.41 .30 .12 
 .12 .27 .10 .13-.41 .30 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 754 9 .14 .13 .30 .12 .11-.47 .15-.46 .34 .14 
 .14 .30 .12 .11-.47 .34 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 459 5 .10 .12 .22 .11 -.02-.44 .08-.36 .24 .12 
 .10 .22 .11 -.02-.44 .25 .13 
                  Context: Research 909 8 .07 .08 .15 .00 .02-.28 .15-.15 .17 .00 
 .07 .15 .00 .02-.28 .17 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All 27 1 .43 -- .76 -- .24-.99 ----- .85 -- 
 .43 .76 -- .24-.99 .85 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 27 1 .43 -- .76 -- .24-.99 ----- .85 -- 
 .43 .76 -- .24-.99 .85 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 27 1 .43 -- .77 -- .25-.98 ----- .87 -- 
 .43 .77 -- .25-.98 .87 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  783 
 
Table A47 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and CWB   
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures   
               
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures   
               
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures   
               
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
            
All 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.05 .05 -.12 .00 -.24-.01 -.12--.12 -.13 .00 
 -.05 -.12 .00 -.24-.01 -.13 .00 
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      Context: Research 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
           
All 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.05 .05 -.12 .00 -.24-.01 -.12--.12 -.13 .00 
 -.05 -.12 .00 -.24-.01 -.13 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
All 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.05 .05 -.12 .00 -.24-.01 -.12--.12 -.13 .00 
 -.05 -.12 .00 -.24-.01 -.13 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 -.05 .05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.11--.11 -.12 .00 
 -.05 -.11 .00 -.23-.01 -.12 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A48 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All 467 5 .06 .10 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .13-.13 .14 .00 
 .06 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .14 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .06 .10 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .13-.13 .14 .00 
 .06 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .14 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .06 .10 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .13-.13 .14 .00 
 .06 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .14 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .16 .20 .37 .25 -.26-.78 .05-.68 .41 .28 
 .16 .37 .25 -.26-.78 .41 .28 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .03 .05 .07 .00 -.07-.21 .07-.07 .08 .00 
 .03 .07 .00 -.07-.21 .08 .00 
      Context: Research 467 5 .06 .10 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .13-.13 .14 .00 
 .06 .13 .00 -.07-.32 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
         
All 378 3 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .06-.06 .07 .00 
 .03 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .07 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .06-.06 .07 .00 
 .03 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .07 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .06-.06 .07 .00 
 .03 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .07 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.07-.19 .06-.06 .07 .00 
 .03 .06 .00 -.07-.19 .07 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .03 .05 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .06-.06 .07 .00 
 .03 .06 .00 -.06-.18 .07 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
          
All 467 5 .06 .10 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 467 5 .06 .10 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .15 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 467 5 .06 .10 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .15 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .16 .20 .37 .25 -.26-.78 .05-.68 .41 .28 
 .16 .37 .25 -.26-.78 .41 .28 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .04 .06 .08 .00 -.07-.23 .08-.08 .10 .00 
 .04 .08 .00 -.07-.23 .10 .00 
      Context: Research 467 5 .06 .10 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .14-.14 .15 .00 
 .06 .14 .00 -.06-.33 .15 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
         
All 89 2 .17 .13 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .38-.38 .42 .00 
 .17 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .42 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 89 2 .17 .13 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .38-.38 .42 .00 
 .17 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .42 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 89 2 .17 .13 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .38-.38 .42 .00 
 .17 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .42 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .17 .13 .39 .00 -.03-.69 .39-.39 .44 .00 
 .17 .39 .00 -.03-.69 .44 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 89 2 .17 .13 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .38-.38 .42 .00 
 .17 .38 .00 -.03-.68 .42 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human 
Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A49 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A50 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A51 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
            
All 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 82 1 .26 -- .54 -- .12-.80 ----- .61 -- 
 .26 .54 -- .12-.80 .61 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses   
               
      Complexity: High 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 82 1 .26 -- .54 -- .12-.80 ----- .61 -- 
 .26 .54 -- .12-.80 .61 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 82 1 .26 -- .53 -- .12-.80 ----- .59 -- 
 .26 .53 -- .12-.80 .59 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A52 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A53 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A54 
Predictive Validity for Glr-RF and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning  
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity    
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity    
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability    
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity  
  
 
   
 
  
All -- -- − − − − − − − − ----- ----- − − − −  − − − − − − ----- − − − − 
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Table A55 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Performance Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
           
All 71,147 21 .19 .03 .25 .03 .23-.27 .22-.28 .28 .03  .36 .43 .07 .37-.49 .48 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,190 13 .26 .11 .32 .09 .25-.40 .21-.44 .35 .10  .27 .33 .09 .25-.40 .35 .10 
      Complexity: Low 1,573 4 .50 .05 .54 .00 .49-.59 .54-.54 .62 .00  .50 .54 .00 .49-.59 .62 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69,626 9 .19 .01 .25 .00 .24-.26 .25-.25 .27 .00  .33 .39 .00 .33-.44 .43 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,521 12 .32 .12 .38 .06 .30-.45 .29-.46 .40 .07  .32 .38 .06 .30-.45 .40 .07 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 71,147 21 .19 .03 .25 .03 .23-.27 .22-.28 .28 .03  .36 .43 .07 .37-.49 .48 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,904 13 .35 .08 .40 .06 .34-.47 .32-.49 .45 .07  .37 .42 .07 .36-.49 .47 .07 
      Context: Admin. 66,629 1 .18 -- .28 -- .27-.29 ----- .30 --  .18 .28 -- .13-.42 .30 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,190 13 .26 .11 .32 .09 .25-.40 .21-.44 .35 .10  .27 .33 .09 .25-.40 .35 .10 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 896 3 .20 .06 .25 .04 .16-.34 .20-.30 .28 .04  .20 .25 .04 .16-.34 .28 .04 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 896 3 .20 .06 .25 .04 .16-.34 .20-.30 .28 .04  .20 .25 .04 .16-.34 .28 .04 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 896 3 .20 .06 .25 .04 .16-.34 .20-.30 .28 .04  .20 .25 .04 .16-.34 .28 .04 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,294 10 .31 .12 .37 .08 .28-.46 .27-.47 .39 .08  .31 .37 .07 .29-.46 .40 .08 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,294 10 .31 .12 .37 .08 .28-.46 .27-.47 .39 .08  .31 .37 .07 .28-.46 .40 .08 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 907 5 .30 .13 .36 .11 .22-.49 .22-.50 .38 .11  .30 .36 .11 .23-.49 .38 .11 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,573 4 .50 .05 .54 .00 .49-.59 .54-.54 .62 .00  .50 .54 .00 .49-.59 .62 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,573 4 .50 .05 .54 .00 .49-.59 .54-.54 .62 .00  .50 .54 .00 .49-.59 .62 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,573 4 .50 .05 .54 .00 .49-.59 .54-.54 .62 .00  .50 .54 .00 .49-.59 .62 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,573 4 .50 .05 .54 .00 .49-.59 .54-.54 .62 .00  .50 .54 .00 .49-.59 .62 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 2,083 21 .18 .15 .27 .13 .17-.36 .10-.44 .29 .14  .20 .29 .13 .19-.39 .31 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,796 17 .15 .10 .24 .00 .16-.31 .24-.24 .25 .00  .16 .25 .00 .17-.32 .26 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.07 -- -.10 -- -.43-.24 ----- -.10 --  -.07 -.10 -- -.43-.24 -.10 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 93 4 .14 .21 .24 .00 -.10-.55 .24-.24 .26 .00  .14 .24 .00 -.10-.55 .26 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,990 17 .18 .15 .27 .14 .17-.37 .09-.45 .29 .15  .20 .29 .14 .18-.39 .31 .15 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .09 -- .13 -- .00-.26 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.16-.42 .14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 300 5 .22 .07 .32 .00 .24-.41 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .24-.41 .35 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,705 18 .18 .16 .27 .15 .16-.38 .08-.47 .29 .16  .20 .30 .15 .19-.42 .32 .16 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .17 .12 .25 .08 .05-.44 .14-.36 .27 .09  .17 .25 .08 .05-.44 .27 .09 
      Context: Research 1,926 17 .17 .14 .25 .13 .15-.34 .08-.41 .26 .14  .18 .26 .13 .16-.36 .28 .14 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 211 3 .50 .00 .72 .00 .72-.72 .72-.72 .76 .00  .50 .72 .00 .72-.72 .76 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 211 3 .50 .00 .72 .00 .72-.72 .72-.72 .76 .00  .50 .72 .00 .72-.72 .76 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 211 3 .50 .00 .72 .00 .72-.72 .72-.72 .76 .00  .50 .72 .00 .72-.72 .76 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 141 2 .50 .00 .71 .00 .71-.71 .71-.71 .76 .00  .50 .71 .00 .71-.71 .76 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
          
All 1,872 18 .14 .12 .21 .07 .13-.29 .13-.30 .23 .07  .15 .23 .07 .14-.32 .24 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,796 17 .15 .11 .23 .03 .15-.31 .19-.27 .25 .03  .16 .24 .01 .16-.33 .26 .01 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.07 -- -.10 -- -.43-.24 ----- -.10 --  -.07 -.10 -- -.43-.24 -.10 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 93 4 .14 .18 .23 .00 -.07-.51 .23-.23 .25 .00  .14 .23 .00 -.07-.51 .25 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,779 14 .14 .12 .21 .09 .12-.30 .10-.32 .23 .09  .15 .22 .09 .13-.32 .24 .09 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .09 -- .13 -- .00-.26 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.16-.42 .14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 300 5 .23 .14 .34 .00 .16-.51 .34-.34 .36 .00  .23 .34 .00 .16-.51 .36 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,494 15 .13 .12 .20 .06 .11-.29 .12-.28 .21 .07  .15 .22 .06 .12-.32 .23 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .18 .14 .26 .13 .03-.49 .09-.43 .28 .14  .18 .26 .13 .03-.49 .28 .14 
      Context: Research 1,785 15 .14 .11 .20 .07 .12-.29 .12-.29 .22 .07  .15 .22 .07 .13-.31 .23 .07 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All 1,785 15 .14 .11 .20 .06 .12-.28 .13-.28 .22 .06  .15 .22 .05 .13-.31 .24 .05 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,709 14 .14 .11 .22 .05 .13-.30 .16-.28 .23 .05  .15 .23 .04 .14-.32 .24 .04 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.36-.31 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.36-.31 -.03 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military 93 4 .14 .18 .23 .00 -.07-.51 .23-.23 .25 .00  .14 .23 .00 -.07-.51 .25 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,692 11 .14 .11 .20 .08 .10-.30 .10-.31 .21 .09  .14 .21 .08 .11-.31 .23 .09 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .09 -- .13 -- .00-.26 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.16-.42 .14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 213 2 .29 .13 .42 .00 .17-.67 .42-.42 .45 .00  .29 .42 .00 .17-.67 .45 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,407 12 .12 .12 .19 .09 .09-.29 .08-.30 .20 .09  .14 .21 .09 .10-.32 .22 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .18 .09 .26 .00 .11-.40 .26-.26 .27 .00  .18 .26 .00 .11-.40 .27 .00 
      Context: Research 1,785 15 .14 .11 .20 .07 .12-.28 .11-.28 .21 .07  .15 .21 .06 .13-.30 .23 .06 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All 1,308 13 .17 .15 .25 .13 .13-.36 .08-.42 .26 .14  .17 .25 .14 .13-.37 .27 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,232 12 .18 .13 .28 .09 .17-.39 .17-.39 .30 .09  .18 .28 .09 .17-.39 .30 .10 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.11 -- -.16 -- -.49-.17 ----- -.17 --  -.11 -.16 -- -.49-.17 -.17 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,308 13 .17 .15 .25 .13 .13-.36 .08-.42 .26 .14  .17 .25 .13 .13-.37 .26 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 300 5 .21 .13 .31 .00 .14-.48 .31-.31 .33 .00  .21 .31 .00 .14-.48 .33 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 930 10 .16 .15 .24 .13 .10-.37 .07-.41 .26 .14  .16 .24 .14 .10-.38 .26 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .18 .17 .26 .19 -.02-.54 .02-.51 .28 .21  .18 .26 .19 -.02-.54 .28 .21 
      Context: Research 1,221 10 .16 .14 .24 .14 .11-.36 .06-.42 .25 .15  .16 .24 .14 .11-.37 .25 .15 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 1,023 12 .17 .09 .25 .00 .18-.32 .25-.25 .27 .00  .17 .25 .00 .17-.32 .26 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,023 12 .17 .09 .26 .00 .18-.33 .26-.26 .28 .00  .17 .26 .00 .18-.33 .28 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 93 4 .15 .22 .24 .08 -.12-.58 .14-.34 .27 .09  .15 .24 .08 -.12-.58 .27 .09 
      Sample Type: Civilian 930 8 .17 .07 .25 .00 .19-.32 .25-.25 .27 .00  .17 .25 .00 .18-.32 .27 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 87 3 .22 .14 .32 .00 .10-.54 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .10-.54 .35 .00 
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      Clerical Job: No 645 9 .18 .10 .27 .00 .17-.37 .27-.27 .29 .00  .17 .26 .00 .15-.36 .28 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .15 .06 .23 .00 .13-.32 .23-.23 .24 .00  .15 .23 .00 .13-.32 .24 .00 
      Context: Research 936 9 .16 .08 .24 .00 .16-.32 .24-.24 .26 .00  .16 .24 .00 .16-.32 .25 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All 180 7 .14 .22 .22 .12 -.04-.46 .07-.36 .24 .12  .14 .22 .12 -.04-.46 .24 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 180 7 .14 .22 .22 .12 -.04-.46 .07-.37 .24 .13  .14 .22 .12 -.04-.46 .24 .13 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 93 4 .06 .28 .10 .28 -.34-.53 -.26-.47 .11 .31  .06 .10 .28 -.34-.53 .11 .31 
      Sample Type: Civilian 87 3 .22 .14 .32 .00 .10-.54 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .10-.54 .35 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 87 3 .22 .14 .32 .00 .10-.54 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .10-.54 .35 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 180 7 .14 .22 .22 .12 -.04-.46 .07-.37 .24 .12  .14 .22 .12 -.04-.46 .24 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 93 4 .06 .28 .10 .28 -.34-.53 -.26-.47 .11 .31  .06 .10 .28 -.34-.53 .11 .31 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All 471 7 .17 .09 .26 .00 .16-.35 .26-.26 .27 .00  .17 .26 .00 .16-.35 .27 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 471 7 .17 .09 .26 .00 .16-.36 .26-.26 .28 .00  .17 .26 .00 .16-.36 .28 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 93 4 .23 .17 .37 .00 .10-.62 .37-.37 .41 .00  .23 .37 .00 .10-.62 .41 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .15 .06 .23 .00 .14-.32 .23-.23 .24 .00  .15 .23 .00 .14-.32 .24 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 93 4 .23 .17 .38 .00 .10-.62 .38-.38 .41 .00  .23 .38 .00 .10-.62 .41 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .15 .06 .23 .00 .13-.32 .23-.23 .24 .00  .15 .23 .00 .13-.32 .24 .00 
      Context: Research 471 7 .17 .09 .25 .00 .15-.35 .25-.25 .27 .00  .17 .25 .00 .15-.35 .27 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
  
All 465 2 .18 .08 .26 .00 .10-.41 .26-.26 .28 .00  .17 .25 .00 .09-.41 .26 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .18 .08 .27 .00 .11-.42 .27-.27 .29 .00  .18 .27 .00 .10-.42 .28 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .18 .08 .26 .00 .10-.41 .26-.26 .28 .00  .17 .26 .00 .10-.41 .27 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .18 .08 .26 .00 .10-.41 .26-.26 .28 .00  .17 .25 .00 .08-.41 .26 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .18 .08 .26 .00 .10-.41 .26-.26 .27 .00  .17 .25 .00 .09-.40 .26 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All 193 3 .28 .12 .42 .00 .22-.60 .42-.42 .44 .00  .28 .42 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 193 3 .28 .12 .43 .00 .23-.62 .43-.43 .46 .00  .28 .43 .00 .23-.62 .46 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 193 3 .28 .12 .42 .00 .22-.60 .42-.42 .44 .00  .28 .42 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 104 1 .20 -- .30 -- .02-.56 ----- .32 --  .20 .30 -- .02-.56 .32 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 193 3 .28 .12 .42 .00 .22-.60 .42-.42 .44 .00  .28 .42 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 193 3 .28 .12 .41 .00 .22-.60 .41-.41 .44 .00  .28 .41 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All 193 3 .28 .12 .42 .00 .22-.60 .42-.42 .44 .00  .28 .42 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 193 3 .28 .12 .43 .00 .23-.62 .43-.43 .46 .00  .28 .43 .00 .23-.62 .46 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 193 3 .28 .12 .42 .00 .22-.60 .42-.42 .44 .00  .28 .42 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 104 1 .20 -- .30 -- .02-.56 ----- .32 --  .20 .30 -- .02-.56 .32 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 193 3 .28 .12 .42 .00 .22-.60 .42-.42 .44 .00  .28 .42 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 193 3 .28 .12 .41 .00 .22-.60 .41-.41 .44 .00  .28 .41 .00 .22-.60 .44 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  805 
 
Table A56 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
         
All 4,135 24 .38 .06 .49 .00 .45-.52 .49-.49 .55 .00  .38 .49 .00 .45-.52 .55 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 235 6 .18 .15 .28 .00 .09-.46 .28-.28 .30 .00  .18 .28 .00 .09-.46 .30 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 2,030 9 .38 .05 .48 .00 .44-.53 .48-.48 .54 .00  .38 .48 .00 .44-.53 .54 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,772 7 .43 .05 .54 .00 .49-.59 .54-.54 .62 .00  .43 .54 .00 .49-.59 .62 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 114 2 .13 .02 .19 .00 .14-.24 .19-.19 .21 .00  .13 .19 .00 .14-.24 .21 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 2,765 7 .46 .02 .57 .00 .54-.59 .57-.57 .65 .00  .46 .57 .00 .54-.59 .65 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,256 15 .25 .10 .34 .00 .27-.41 .34-.34 .36 .00  .25 .34 .00 .27-.41 .36 .00 
      Age: Below 40 212 4 .13 .05 .18 .00 .11-.25 .18-.18 .20 .00  .13 .18 .00 .11-.25 .20 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 24 2 .20 .55 .27 .60 -.73-1.00 -.51-1.00 .28 .64  .20 .27 .60 -.73-1.00 .28 .64 
      Clerical Job: No 3,677 20 .41 .06 .52 .00 .48-.55 .52-.52 .58 .00  .41 .52 .00 .48-.55 .58 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 458 4 .20 .05 .26 .00 .19-.33 .26-.26 .28 .00  .20 .26 .00 .19-.33 .28 .00 
      Context: Research 3,832 20 .40 .06 .50 .00 .47-.54 .50-.50 .56 .00  .40 .50 .00 .47-.54 .56 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 235 6 .18 .15 .28 .00 .09-.46 .28-.28 .30 .00  .18 .28 .00 .09-.46 .30 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 235 6 .18 .15 .28 .00 .09-.46 .28-.28 .30 .00  .18 .28 .00 .09-.46 .30 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 18 1 .26 -- .40 -- -.33-.93 ----- .43 --  .26 .40 -- -.33-.93 .43 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 24 2 .20 .55 .31 .70 -.79-1.00 -.58-1.00 .34 .74  .20 .31 .70 -.79-1.00 .34 .74 
                  Clerical Job: No 235 6 .18 .15 .28 .00 .09-.46 .28-.28 .30 .00  .18 .28 .00 .09-.46 .30 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 53 4 .17 .32 .28 .21 -.23-.71 .01-.55 .30 .22  .17 .28 .21 -.23-.71 .30 .22 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,030 9 .38 .05 .48 .00 .44-.53 .48-.48 .54 .00  .38 .48 .00 .44-.53 .54 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,141 2 .45 .01 .56 .00 .54-.58 .56-.56 .63 .00  .45 .56 .00 .54-.58 .63 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,141 2 .45 .01 .56 .00 .54-.58 .56-.56 .63 .00  .45 .56 .00 .54-.58 .63 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .45 .01 .56 .00 .54-.58 .56-.56 .63 .00  .45 .56 .00 .54-.58 .63 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 889 7 .28 .07 .39 .00 .31-.46 .39-.39 .41 .00  .28 .39 .00 .31-.46 .41 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 511 4 .33 .07 .45 .00 .36-.53 .45-.45 .47 .00  .33 .45 .00 .36-.53 .47 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .22 .01 .30 .00 .28-.32 .30-.30 .32 .00  .22 .30 .00 .28-.32 .32 .00 
                  Context: Research 820 6 .28 .08 .39 .00 .31-.47 .39-.39 .42 .00  .28 .39 .00 .31-.47 .42 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,772 7 .43 .05 .54 .00 .49-.59 .54-.54 .62 .00  .43 .54 .00 .49-.59 .62 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 57 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.25-.56 ----- .19 --  .11 .17 -- -.25-.56 .19 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 57 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.25-.56 ----- .19 --  .11 .17 -- -.25-.56 .19 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 57 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.25-.56 ----- .19 --  .11 .17 -- -.25-.56 .19 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 57 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.25-.56 ----- .19 --  .11 .17 -- -.25-.56 .19 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,583 4 .46 .02 .58 .00 .55-.60 .58-.58 .66 .00  .46 .58 .00 .55-.60 .66 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,583 4 .46 .02 .58 .00 .55-.60 .58-.58 .66 .00  .46 .58 .00 .55-.60 .66 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,583 4 .46 .02 .58 .00 .55-.60 .58-.58 .66 .00  .46 .58 .00 .55-.60 .66 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 132 2 .19 .15 .25 .12 -.03-.53 .10-.40 .27 .12  .19 .25 .12 -.03-.53 .27 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 80 1 .10 -- .14 -- -.16-.43 ----- .15 --  .10 .14 -- -.16-.43 .15 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 52 1 .32 -- .43 -- .10-.74 ----- .46 --  .32 .43 -- .10-.74 .46 -- 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes 80 1 .10 -- .14 -- -.16-.43 ----- .15 --  .10 .14 -- -.16-.43 .15 -- 
                  Context: Research 80 1 .10 -- .14 -- -.16-.43 ----- .15 --  .10 .14 -- -.16-.43 .15 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All 1,987 36 .08 .15 .12 .09 .04-.19 .00-.24 .13 .10  .08 .12 .09 .04-.19 .13 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 341 5 .09 .17 .13 .16 -.08-.33 -.07-.33 .14 .17  .09 .13 .16 -.08-.33 .14 .17 
      Complexity: Low 1,502 30 .08 .16 .12 .10 .04-.21 -.01-.26 .14 .11  .08 .12 .10 .04-.21 .14 .11 
      Sample Type: USES 1,689 33 .07 .16 .10 .10 .02-.18 -.02-.23 .11 .11  .07 .10 .10 .02-.18 .11 .11 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 298 3 .15 .12 .19 .06 .02-.35 .11-.27 .20 .07  .15 .19 .06 .02-.35 .20 .07 
      Age: Below 40 1,489 29 .07 .16 .11 .11 .02-.19 -.04-.25 .12 .12  .07 .11 .11 .02-.19 .12 .12 
      Age: 40 and above 200 4 .05 .14 .07 .00 -.13-.27 .07-.07 .08 .00  .05 .07 .00 -.13-.27 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,826 33 .09 .15 .12 .08 .05-.20 .03-.22 .14 .08  .09 .12 .08 .05-.20 .14 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes 161 3 .02 .23 .03 .27 -.35-.40 -.32-.38 .03 .30  .02 .03 .27 -.35-.40 .03 .30 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 1,833 34 .07 .15 .11 .10 .03-.19 -.01-.23 .12 .10  .07 .11 .10 .03-.19 .12 .10 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 341 5 .09 .17 .13 .16 -.08-.33 -.07-.33 .14 .17  .09 .13 .16 -.08-.33 .14 .17 
            Sample Type: USES 214 4 .02 .17 .03 .13 -.21-.26 -.14-.19 .03 .14  .02 .03 .13 -.21-.26 .03 .14 
                  Age: Below 40 214 4 .02 .17 .03 .13 -.21-.26 -.14-.19 .03 .14  .02 .03 .13 -.21-.26 .03 .14 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 104 2 .13 .01 .18 .00 .16-.21 .18-.18 .20 .00  .13 .18 .00 .16-.21 .20 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 110 2 -.09 .19 -.12 .18 -.48-.24 -.36-.11 -.14 .20  -.09 -.12 .18 -.48-.24 -.14 .20 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 214 4 .02 .17 .03 .13 -.21-.26 -.14-.19 .03 .14  .02 .03 .13 -.21-.26 .03 .14 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 127 1 .22 -- .29 -- .07-.51 ----- .31 --  .22 .29 -- .07-.51 .31 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 127 1 .22 -- .29 -- .07-.51 ----- .31 --  .22 .29 -- .07-.51 .31 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,502 30 .08 .16 .12 .10 .04-.21 -.01-.26 .14 .11  .08 .12 .10 .04-.21 .14 .11 
            Sample Type: USES 1,475 29 .08 .16 .12 .10 .03-.21 -.01-.25 .13 .11  .08 .12 .10 .03-.21 .13 .11 
                  Age: Below 40 1,275 25 .08 .16 .12 .12 .03-.22 -.03-.28 .14 .13  .08 .13 .12 .03-.23 .14 .13 
                  Age: 40 and above 200 4 .05 .14 .08 .00 -.14-.29 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 -.14-.29 .08 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,424 28 .07 .16 .11 .10 .02-.20 -.02-.24 .12 .11  .07 .11 .10 .02-.20 .12 .11 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 51 1 .25 -- .37 -- -.02-.71 ----- .41 --  .25 .37 -- -.02-.71 .41 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,475 29 .08 .16 .12 .10 .03-.21 -.01-.25 .13 .11  .08 .12 .10 .03-.21 .13 .11 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 27 1 .30 -- .38 -- -.08-.80 ----- .40 --  .30 .38 -- -.08-.80 .40 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 27 1 .30 -- .38 -- -.08-.80 ----- .40 --  .30 .38 -- -.08-.80 .40 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
          
All 29,251 336 .16 .13 .26 .10 .24-.29 .14-.39 .29 .11  .16 .27 .10 .25-.29 .29 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .33 .07 .26-.40 .36 .08 
      Complexity: Medium 15,655 148 .15 .12 .24 .09 .21-.27 .12-.36 .26 .10  .15 .24 .09 .21-.28 .27 .10 
      Complexity: Low 9,616 141 .17 .15 .29 .12 .25-.33 .14-.45 .32 .13  .17 .30 .13 .25-.34 .32 .15 
      Sample Type: USES 24,352 296 .17 .13 .29 .09 .27-.31 .17-.41 .32 .10  .18 .30 .09 .27-.32 .33 .10 
      Sample Type: Military 613 5 .10 .06 .17 .00 .08-.25 .17-.17 .18 .00  .10 .17 .00 .08-.25 .18 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 4,286 35 .10 .12 .14 .10 .08-.20 .01-.27 .15 .11  .10 .14 .10 .08-.20 .15 .11 
      Age: Below 40 23,846 275 .16 .14 .26 .11 .24-.29 .12-.41 .29 .12  .17 .28 .11 .25-.30 .30 .12 
      Age: 40 and above 3,222 43 .19 .12 .31 .00 .25-.37 .31-.31 .34 .00  .19 .31 .00 .25-.37 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 23,818 293 .17 .13 .29 .09 .26-.31 .17-.40 .31 .10  .18 .29 .09 .27-.32 .32 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 5,433 43 .11 .11 .17 .09 .12-.22 .06-.28 .19 .10  .11 .17 .09 .11-.22 .18 .10 
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      Context: Research 26,208 301 .16 .13 .26 .10 .23-.28 .13-.39 .28 .11  .16 .26 .10 .24-.29 .29 .11 
      Context: Admin. 153 2 .11 .26 .20 .39 -.42-.73 -.31-.70 .21 .43  .11 .20 .39 -.42-.73 .21 .43 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .33 .07 .26-.40 .36 .08 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .34 .06 .27-.41 .37 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .21 .13 .35 .00 .28-.42 .35-.35 .39 .00  .21 .35 .00 .28-.43 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .16 .17 .27 .20 .09-.44 .02-.52 .29 .21  .17 .29 .20 .10-.47 .32 .22 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .34 .06 .27-.41 .37 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .20 .13 .33 .02 .26-.40 .31-.35 .36 .02  .20 .34 .00 .26-.41 .37 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.34-.30 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.34-.30 -.02 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 15,655 148 .15 .12 .24 .09 .21-.27 .12-.36 .26 .10  .15 .24 .09 .21-.28 .27 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 12,092 118 .17 .12 .27 .09 .23-.30 .16-.38 .29 .09  .17 .27 .08 .23-.31 .30 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 10,742 103 .16 .13 .26 .10 .22-.29 .13-.39 .28 .11  .16 .26 .10 .21-.30 .28 .11 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .23 .07 .36 .00 .30-.42 .36-.36 .40 .00  .23 .37 .00 .31-.43 .41 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,158 95 .18 .12 .29 .08 .25-.33 .19-.39 .32 .09  .18 .29 .06 .25-.34 .32 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .13 .11 .21 .08 .13-.28 .10-.31 .23 .09  .13 .21 .09 .13-.28 .23 .10 
                  Context: Research 11,437 108 .17 .12 .27 .08 .23-.31 .16-.38 .30 .09  .17 .27 .08 .23-.32 .30 .09 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 93 4 .15 .14 .24 .00 .03-.45 .24-.24 .27 .00  .15 .24 .00 .03-.45 .27 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 93 4 .15 .14 .24 .00 .03-.45 .24-.24 .27 .00  .15 .24 .00 .03-.45 .27 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 93 4 .15 .14 .24 .00 .03-.45 .24-.24 .27 .00  .15 .24 .00 .03-.45 .27 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 3,470 26 .10 .11 .15 .08 .08-.21 .04-.25 .16 .09  .10 .15 .08 .08-.22 .16 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 2,108 12 .04 .07 .06 .00 .00-.12 .06-.06 .06 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.01-.12 .06 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 300 5 .24 .07 .37 .00 .28-.45 .37-.37 .39 .00  .24 .37 .00 .28-.45 .39 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,990 16 .12 .11 .18 .06 .10-.26 .10-.25 .19 .06  .12 .18 .06 .10-.27 .20 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,480 10 .07 .11 .10 .10 .00-.21 -.02-.23 .11 .11  .08 .12 .09 .01-.23 .13 .10 
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                  Context: Research 3,336 22 .09 .10 .13 .08 .07-.20 .04-.23 .14 .08  .09 .14 .08 .07-.20 .15 .08 
                  Context: Admin. 47 1 .38 -- .57 -- .20-.89 ----- .60 --  .38 .57 -- .20-.89 .60 -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,616 141 .17 .15 .29 .12 .25-.33 .14-.45 .32 .13  .17 .30 .13 .25-.34 .32 .15 
            Sample Type: USES 9,206 134 .17 .14 .30 .10 .26-.34 .17-.44 .33 .11  .18 .31 .11 .26-.35 .34 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 8,478 122 .18 .15 .31 .11 .27-.36 .18-.45 .34 .12  .18 .32 .12 .27-.36 .35 .13 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .12 .13 .21 .00 .08-.33 .21-.21 .23 .00  .12 .21 .00 .08-.33 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,426 128 .18 .15 .31 .11 .27-.35 .17-.45 .34 .12  .18 .31 .12 .27-.36 .35 .13 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .13 .07 .22 .00 .12-.32 .22-.22 .25 .00  .12 .22 .00 .11-.32 .24 .00 
                  Context: Research 8,200 124 .17 .15 .30 .11 .25-.34 .15-.44 .33 .13  .17 .30 .12 .25-.34 .33 .13 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 410 7 .05 .23 .08 .27 -.17-.32 -.27-.43 .08 .29  .05 .08 .27 -.17-.32 .08 .29 
                  Age: Below 40 308 5 .05 .18 .08 .19 -.16-.32 -.16-.32 .09 .20  .05 .08 .19 -.16-.32 .09 .20 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 171 3 .09 .30 .13 .40 -.38-.62 -.39-.64 .14 .43  .09 .13 .40 -.38-.62 .14 .43 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 239 4 .03 .20 .04 .23 -.25-.33 -.25-.33 .04 .24  .03 .04 .23 -.25-.33 .04 .24 
                  Context: Research 384 6 .02 .18 .02 .19 -.19-.24 -.22-.27 .03 .20  .02 .02 .19 -.19-.24 .03 .20 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 29,251 336 .16 .13 .26 .10 .24-.29 .14-.39 .29 .11  .16 .27 .10 .25-.29 .29 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .33 .07 .26-.40 .36 .08 
      Complexity: Medium 15,655 148 .15 .12 .24 .09 .21-.27 .13-.35 .26 .10  .15 .24 .09 .21-.28 .27 .10 
      Complexity: Low 9,616 141 .17 .15 .29 .12 .25-.33 .14-.45 .32 .13  .17 .30 .13 .25-.34 .32 .15 
      Sample Type: USES 24,352 296 .17 .13 .29 .09 .27-.31 .17-.41 .32 .10  .18 .30 .09 .27-.32 .33 .10 
      Sample Type: Military 613 5 .10 .06 .17 .00 .08-.25 .17-.17 .18 .00  .10 .17 .00 .08-.25 .18 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 4,286 35 .10 .12 .14 .10 .08-.20 .02-.27 .15 .10  .10 .14 .10 .08-.20 .15 .11 
      Age: Below 40 23,846 275 .16 .14 .26 .11 .24-.29 .12-.41 .29 .12  .17 .28 .11 .25-.30 .30 .12 
      Age: 40 and above 3,222 43 .19 .12 .31 .00 .25-.37 .31-.31 .34 .00  .19 .31 .00 .25-.37 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 23,818 293 .17 .13 .29 .09 .26-.31 .17-.40 .31 .10  .18 .29 .09 .27-.32 .32 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 5,433 43 .11 .11 .17 .08 .12-.22 .06-.28 .18 .09  .10 .17 .08 .11-.22 .18 .09 
      Context: Research 26,208 301 .16 .13 .26 .10 .23-.28 .13-.39 .28 .11  .16 .26 .10 .24-.29 .29 .11 
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      Context: Admin. 153 2 .11 .26 .20 .39 -.42-.73 -.31-.70 .21 .43  .11 .20 .39 -.42-.73 .21 .43 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .33 .07 .26-.40 .36 .08 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .34 .06 .27-.41 .37 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .21 .13 .35 .00 .28-.42 .35-.35 .39 .00  .21 .35 .00 .28-.43 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .16 .17 .27 .20 .09-.44 .02-.52 .29 .21  .17 .29 .20 .10-.47 .32 .22 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .20 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .36 .08  .20 .34 .06 .27-.41 .37 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .20 .13 .33 .02 .26-.40 .31-.35 .36 .02  .20 .34 .00 .26-.41 .37 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.34-.30 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.34-.30 -.02 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 15,655 148 .15 .12 .24 .09 .21-.27 .13-.35 .26 .10  .15 .24 .09 .21-.28 .27 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 12,092 118 .17 .12 .27 .09 .23-.30 .16-.38 .29 .09  .17 .27 .08 .23-.31 .30 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 10,742 103 .16 .13 .26 .10 .22-.29 .13-.39 .28 .11  .16 .26 .10 .21-.30 .28 .11 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .23 .07 .36 .00 .30-.42 .36-.36 .40 .00  .23 .37 .00 .31-.43 .41 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,158 95 .18 .12 .29 .08 .25-.33 .19-.39 .32 .09  .18 .29 .06 .25-.34 .32 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .13 .11 .21 .08 .13-.28 .10-.31 .23 .09  .13 .21 .09 .13-.28 .23 .10 
                  Context: Research 11,437 108 .17 .12 .27 .08 .23-.31 .16-.38 .30 .09  .17 .27 .08 .23-.32 .30 .09 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 93 4 .15 .14 .24 .00 .03-.45 .24-.24 .27 .00  .15 .24 .00 .03-.45 .27 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 93 4 .15 .14 .24 .00 .03-.45 .24-.24 .27 .00  .15 .24 .00 .03-.45 .27 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 93 4 .15 .14 .24 .00 .03-.45 .24-.24 .27 .00  .15 .24 .00 .03-.45 .27 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 3,470 26 .10 .11 .15 .07 .08-.21 .05-.24 .15 .08  .10 .15 .08 .08-.21 .16 .08 
                  Age: Below 40 2,108 12 .04 .07 .06 .00 .00-.12 .06-.06 .06 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.01-.12 .06 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 300 5 .24 .07 .37 .00 .28-.45 .37-.37 .39 .00  .24 .37 .00 .28-.45 .39 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,990 16 .12 .11 .18 .05 .10-.26 .11-.25 .19 .06  .12 .19 .05 .11-.27 .20 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,480 10 .06 .10 .10 .08 .00-.19 -.01-.20 .10 .08  .07 .11 .07 .01-.21 .12 .07 
                  Context: Research 3,336 22 .09 .10 .13 .07 .07-.20 .05-.22 .14 .07  .09 .14 .07 .07-.20 .14 .07 
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                  Context: Admin. 47 1 .38 -- .57 -- .20-.89 ----- .60 --  .38 .57 -- .20-.89 .60 -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,616 141 .17 .15 .29 .12 .25-.33 .14-.45 .32 .13  .17 .30 .13 .25-.34 .32 .15 
            Sample Type: USES 9,206 134 .17 .14 .30 .10 .26-.34 .17-.44 .33 .11  .18 .31 .11 .26-.35 .34 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 8,478 122 .18 .15 .31 .11 .27-.36 .18-.45 .34 .12  .18 .32 .12 .27-.36 .35 .13 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .12 .13 .21 .00 .08-.33 .21-.21 .23 .00  .12 .21 .00 .08-.33 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,426 128 .18 .15 .31 .11 .27-.35 .17-.45 .34 .12  .18 .31 .12 .27-.36 .35 .13 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .13 .07 .22 .00 .12-.32 .22-.22 .25 .00  .12 .22 .00 .11-.32 .24 .00 
                  Context: Research 8,200 124 .17 .15 .30 .11 .25-.34 .15-.44 .33 .13  .17 .30 .12 .25-.34 .33 .13 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 410 7 .05 .23 .08 .27 -.17-.32 -.27-.43 .08 .29  .05 .08 .27 -.17-.32 .08 .29 
                  Age: Below 40 308 5 .05 .18 .08 .19 -.16-.32 -.16-.32 .09 .20  .05 .08 .19 -.16-.32 .09 .20 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 171 3 .09 .30 .13 .40 -.38-.62 -.39-.64 .14 .43  .09 .13 .40 -.38-.62 .14 .43 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 239 4 .03 .20 .04 .23 -.25-.33 -.25-.33 .04 .24  .03 .04 .23 -.25-.33 .04 .24 
                  Context: Research 384 6 .02 .18 .02 .19 -.19-.24 -.22-.27 .03 .20  .02 .02 .19 -.19-.24 .03 .20 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
         
All 630 5 .11 .10 .17 .03 .04-.30 .14-.20 .18 .03  .11 .17 .04 .03-.31 .18 .04 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 554 4 .13 .09 .20 .00 .06-.34 .20-.20 .21 .00  .13 .20 .00 .06-.34 .21 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.35-.32 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.01 -- -.35-.32 -.02 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 630 5 .11 .10 .17 .03 .04-.30 .14-.20 .18 .03  .11 .17 .03 .04-.30 .18 .03 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 630 5 .11 .10 .17 .03 .04-.30 .14-.20 .18 .03  .11 .17 .04 .03-.31 .18 .04 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 630 5 .11 .10 .17 .04 .04-.29 .12-.21 .18 .04  .11 .17 .04 .03-.30 .18 .04 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All 76 1 -.27 -- -.40 -- -.69--.09 ----- -.42 --  -.27 -.40 -- -.69--.09 -.42 -- 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.27 -- -.40 -- -.69--.09 ----- -.42 --  -.27 -.40 -- -.69--.09 -.42 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.27 -- -.40 -- -.69--.09 ----- -.42 --  -.27 -.40 -- -.69--.09 -.42 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.27 -- -.40 -- -.69--.09 ----- -.42 --  -.27 -.40 -- -.69--.09 -.42 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 -.27 -- -.39 -- -.68--.09 ----- -.42 --  -.27 -.39 -- -.68--.09 -.42 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All 591 5 .21 .05 .31 .00 .25-.38 .31-.31 .33 .00  .21 .31 .00 .25-.38 .33 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 591 5 .21 .05 .32 .00 .25-.39 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .32 .00 .25-.39 .34 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 591 5 .21 .05 .31 .00 .25-.38 .31-.31 .33 .00  .21 .31 .00 .25-.38 .33 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 213 2 .25 .00 .37 .00 .37-.37 .37-.37 .39 .00  .25 .37 .00 .37-.37 .39 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 213 2 .25 .00 .37 .00 .37-.37 .37-.37 .39 .00  .25 .37 .00 .37-.37 .39 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .19 .05 .28 .00 .19-.36 .28-.28 .29 .00  .19 .28 .00 .19-.36 .29 .00 
      Context: Research 591 5 .21 .05 .31 .00 .24-.37 .31-.31 .33 .00  .21 .31 .00 .24-.37 .33 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
         
All 843 5 .14 .10 .21 .06 .08-.34 .13-.29 .22 .06  .15 .22 .05 .09-.35 .24 .05 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 843 5 .14 .10 .22 .06 .08-.35 .14-.30 .23 .06  .14 .22 .06 .08-.35 .23 .06 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 843 5 .14 .10 .21 .06 .08-.34 .13-.29 .22 .06  .15 .21 .06 .08-.34 .23 .06 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .07 .00 .10 .00 .10-.10 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .10 .00 .10-.10 .11 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .23 .08 .34 .00 .21-.46 .34-.34 .36 .00  .23 .34 .00 .21-.46 .36 .00 
      Context: Research 843 5 .14 .10 .21 .07 .08-.33 .12-.29 .22 .07  .15 .21 .06 .08-.34 .23 .07 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
        
All 843 5 .14 .10 .21 .06 .08-.34 .13-.29 .22 .06  .15 .22 .05 .09-.35 .24 .05 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 843 5 .14 .10 .22 .06 .08-.35 .14-.30 .23 .06  .14 .22 .06 .08-.35 .23 .06 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 843 5 .14 .10 .21 .06 .08-.34 .13-.29 .22 .06  .15 .21 .06 .08-.34 .23 .06 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .07 .00 .10 .00 .10-.10 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .10 .00 .10-.10 .11 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .23 .08 .34 .00 .21-.46 .34-.34 .36 .00  .23 .34 .00 .21-.46 .36 .00 
      Context: Research 843 5 .14 .10 .21 .07 .08-.33 .12-.29 .22 .07  .15 .21 .06 .08-.34 .23 .07 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
           
All 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 83 1 .08 -- .13 -- -.23-.48 ----- .14 --  .08 .13 -- -.23-.48 .14 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 83 1 .08 -- .13 -- -.23-.48 ----- .14 --  .08 .13 -- -.23-.48 .14 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 83 1 .08 -- .12 -- -.22-.46 ----- .13 --  .08 .12 -- -.22-.46 .13 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 1,250 3 .05 .07 .07 .07 -.05-.19 -.02-.16 .08 .08  .07 .11 .07 -.04-.26 .12 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .05 .07 .09 .09 -.06-.23 -.03-.20 .09 .09  .06 .11 .09 -.06-.27 .11 .10 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .05 .07 .07 .07 -.05-.19 -.02-.16 .08 .08  .07 .10 .07 -.04-.24 .11 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .05 .07 .07 .07 -.05-.19 -.02-.16 .08 .08  .07 .11 .07 -.04-.26 .12 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .05 .07 .07 .07 -.05-.19 -.02-.16 .08 .08  .07 .10 .07 -.04-.24 .11 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 1,250 3 .06 .09 .09 .11 -.06-.25 -.04-.23 .10 .12  .10 .14 .11 -.04-.33 .15 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .06 .09 .11 .13 -.07-.30 -.06-.28 .12 .14  .08 .14 .13 -.06-.34 .15 .14 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .06 .09 .09 .11 -.06-.25 -.04-.23 .10 .12  .09 .13 .11 -.05-.31 .14 .12 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .06 .09 .09 .11 -.06-.25 -.04-.23 .10 .12  .10 .14 .11 -.04-.33 .15 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .06 .09 .09 .11 -.06-.25 -.05-.23 .10 .12  .09 .13 .11 -.04-.31 .14 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
      
All 1,250 3 .03 .06 .05 .03 -.05-.14 .00-.09 .05 .04  .05 .07 .00 -.04-.19 .08 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .03 .06 .06 .04 -.05-.17 .00-.11 .06 .05  .04 .07 .04 -.06-.20 .08 .04 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .03 .06 .05 .03 -.05-.14 .00-.09 .05 .04  .05 .07 .02 -.05-.18 .07 .02 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .03 .06 .05 .03 -.05-.14 .00-.09 .05 .04  .05 .07 .00 -.04-.19 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .03 .06 .05 .04 -.04-.14 .00-.09 .05 .04  .05 .07 .02 -.04-.18 .07 .02 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 50 1 .01 -- .01 -- -.34-.35 ----- .01 --  .01 .01 -- -.34-.35 .01 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 50 1 .01 -- .01 -- -.35-.37 ----- .01 --  .01 .01 -- -.35-.37 .01 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 50 1 .01 -- .01 -- -.34-.35 ----- .01 --  .01 .01 -- -.34-.35 .01 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 50 1 .01 -- .01 -- -.34-.35 ----- .01 --  .01 .01 -- -.34-.35 .01 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 50 1 .01 -- .01 -- -.34-.35 ----- .01 --  .01 .01 -- -.34-.35 .01 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A57 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
           
All 21,568 202 .14 .14 .22 .12 .17-.26 .07-.37 .24 .13  .14 .22 .12 .17-.26 .24 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,788 20 .14 .16 .25 .19 .13-.37 .01-.50 .27 .21  .14 .25 .19 .13-.37 .27 .21 
      Complexity: Medium 11,197 79 .13 .11 .19 .08 .14-.24 .09-.29 .21 .09  .13 .19 .08 .14-.25 .21 .08 
      Complexity: Low 5,849 74 .17 .14 .27 .10 .22-.32 .14-.39 .30 .10  .17 .27 .09 .22-.32 .30 .10 
      Sample Type: USES 4,981 91 .17 .17 .28 .16 .23-.34 .08-.49 .31 .17  .17 .29 .15 .23-.35 .32 .17 
      Sample Type: Military 7,175 16 .08 .08 .11 .07 .04-.19 .02-.20 .13 .08  .08 .11 .07 .04-.19 .13 .08 
      Sample Type: Civilian 9,412 95 .18 .15 .26 .12 .22-.30 .10-.42 .28 .13  .18 .26 .12 .22-.31 .28 .13 
      Age: Below 40 5,846 92 .17 .17 .28 .17 .23-.34 .07-.49 .31 .18  .19 .30 .16 .25-.36 .33 .17 
      Age: 40 and above 1,074 15 .14 .13 .23 .00 .13-.33 .23-.23 .25 .00  .14 .23 .00 .13-.33 .25 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 20,340 183 .14 .14 .21 .12 .16-.26 .05-.37 .23 .13  .14 .21 .12 .16-.26 .23 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,228 19 .20 .13 .30 .00 .22-.39 .30-.30 .32 .00  .20 .30 .00 .22-.39 .32 .00 
      Context: Research 8,915 120 .17 .15 .26 .13 .22-.30 .09-.43 .28 .14  .17 .27 .13 .22-.31 .29 .14 
      Context: Admin. 6,982 9 .08 .07 .11 .08 .04-.18 .02-.21 .13 .09  .08 .11 .08 .04-.18 .13 .09 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 1,788 20 .14 .16 .25 .19 .13-.37 .01-.50 .27 .21  .14 .25 .19 .13-.37 .27 .21 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .13 .20 .21 .23 -.02-.44 -.08-.51 .23 .25  .16 .26 .20 .03-.48 .29 .22 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .13 .20 .21 .23 -.02-.44 -.08-.51 .23 .25  .16 .27 .20 .03-.48 .29 .22 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .10 .22 .16 .29 -.14-.45 -.21-.53 .18 .32  .13 .22 .28 -.09-.51 .24 .30 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .22 .08 .37 .00 .19-.54 .37-.37 .41 .00  .22 .37 .00 .19-.54 .41 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .10 .20 .17 .26 -.12-.45 -.16-.50 .19 .28  .13 .22 .24 -.07-.49 .24 .26 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,352 12 .15 .15 .26 .19 .11-.41 .02-.51 .28 .20  .16 .28 .19 .13-.42 .30 .20 
                  Age: Below 40 266 2 .31 .19 .51 .22 .07-.85 .23-.80 .55 .23  .31 .51 .22 .07-.85 .55 .23 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,352 12 .15 .15 .26 .19 .11-.41 .02-.51 .28 .20  .16 .28 .19 .13-.42 .30 .20 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 849 5 .19 .15 .33 .20 .10-.54 .08-.58 .35 .21  .20 .35 .18 .13-.56 .38 .19 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 11,197 79 .13 .11 .19 .08 .14-.24 .09-.29 .21 .09  .13 .19 .08 .14-.25 .21 .08 
            Sample Type: USES 1,189 25 .24 .17 .38 .08 .28-.48 .28-.48 .42 .09  .24 .38 .08 .28-.48 .42 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 1,122 24 .24 .17 .38 .10 .28-.49 .26-.51 .42 .11  .24 .38 .10 .28-.49 .42 .11 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .20 -- .32 -- -.06-.65 ----- .35 --  .20 .32 -- -.06-.65 .35 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,107 23 .25 .17 .39 .10 .28-.49 .26-.52 .43 .11  .25 .39 .10 .28-.49 .43 .11 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .15 .06 .24 .00 .10-.38 .24-.24 .26 .00  .15 .24 .00 .10-.38 .26 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,072 23 .23 .16 .37 .00 .27-.47 .37-.37 .41 .00  .23 .37 .00 .27-.47 .41 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,452 10 .06 .05 .08 .02 .02-.14 .05-.11 .09 .03  .06 .08 .02 .02-.14 .09 .03 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,398 9 .06 .05 .08 .03 .02-.14 .04-.12 .09 .03  .06 .08 .03 .02-.14 .09 .03 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 54 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.51-.34 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.51-.34 -.10 -- 
                  Context: Research 93 4 .16 .12 .26 .00 .06-.44 .26-.26 .28 .00  .16 .26 .00 .06-.44 .28 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .03 .02-.13 .04-.12 .09 .03  .06 .08 .03 .02-.13 .09 .03 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,556 44 .18 .14 .28 .10 .22-.34 .15-.41 .30 .11  .19 .29 .10 .22-.35 .30 .11 
                  Age: Below 40 601 3 .16 .16 .25 .20 -.03-.52 .00-.50 .27 .21  .18 .27 .21 -.02-.55 .29 .22 
                  Age: 40 and above 300 5 .11 .11 .16 .00 .02-.30 .16-.16 .17 .00  .11 .16 .00 .02-.30 .17 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 4,044 38 .18 .14 .27 .11 .20-.34 .12-.42 .29 .12  .18 .28 .11 .21-.34 .29 .12 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 512 6 .23 .12 .35 .00 .20-.49 .35-.35 .37 .00  .23 .35 .00 .21-.50 .38 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,208 16 .16 .12 .24 .08 .15-.33 .14-.35 .26 .09  .16 .25 .08 .16-.34 .27 .09 
                  Context: Admin. 129 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.20-.32 ----- .07 --  .04 .06 -- -.20-.32 .07 -- 
      Complexity: Low 5,849 74 .17 .14 .27 .10 .22-.32 .14-.39 .30 .10  .17 .27 .09 .22-.32 .30 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 3,039 51 .14 .15 .25 .11 .18-.32 .11-.39 .27 .12  .14 .24 .11 .17-.32 .27 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 2,332 42 .14 .16 .24 .11 .16-.32 .09-.39 .26 .13  .14 .24 .12 .16-.32 .26 .13 
                  Age: 40 and above 707 9 .15 .14 .27 .12 .11-.42 .12-.42 .30 .13  .15 .26 .12 .10-.42 .29 .13 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,039 51 .14 .15 .25 .11 .18-.32 .11-.39 .27 .12  .14 .24 .11 .17-.32 .27 .12 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,932 49 .14 .15 .24 .09 .17-.31 .12-.36 .26 .10  .13 .24 .09 .16-.31 .26 .10 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,575 4 .22 .01 .30 .00 .29-.32 .30-.30 .35 .00  .22 .30 .00 .29-.32 .35 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,575 4 .22 .01 .30 .00 .29-.32 .30-.30 .35 .00  .22 .30 .00 .29-.32 .35 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .22 .01 .30 .00 .29-.32 .30-.30 .35 .00  .22 .30 .00 .29-.32 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,235 19 .18 .19 .27 .18 .14-.39 .03-.50 .29 .20  .18 .27 .18 .14-.39 .29 .20 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .28 .18 .40 .15 .11-.68 .21-.60 .43 .16  .28 .40 .15 .11-.68 .43 .16 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 848 13 .16 .21 .23 .23 .07-.40 -.06-.52 .25 .24  .16 .23 .23 .07-.40 .25 .24 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 387 6 .23 .14 .35 .00 .19-.50 .35-.35 .37 .00  .24 .35 .00 .18-.51 .37 .00 
                  Context: Research 307 4 .18 .24 .26 .30 -.09-.60 -.13-.65 .28 .32  .18 .26 .31 -.09-.60 .28 .33 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 1,901 16 .17 .16 .25 .17 .14-.36 .04-.46 .27 .18  .19 .28 .17 .16-.39 .30 .18 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 174 1 .22 -- .38 -- .14-.60 ----- .41 --  .22 .38 -- .14-.60 .41 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 837 6 .14 .14 .22 .15 .05-.39 .03-.41 .24 .16  .16 .24 .16 .05-.42 .26 .17 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.12 -- -.18 -- -.50-.15 ----- -.19 --  -.12 -.18 -- -.50-.15 -.19 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 173 3 .32 .21 .51 .21 .13-.82 .24-.78 .56 .23  .32 .51 .21 .13-.82 .56 .23 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,728 13 .15 .15 .23 .15 .11-.34 .03-.42 .24 .16  .16 .24 .16 .12-.36 .26 .17 
      Age: Below 40 1,007 6 .12 .14 .19 .16 .02-.35 -.02-.39 .20 .17  .19 .29 .18 .07-.49 .31 .20 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,901 16 .17 .16 .25 .17 .14-.36 .04-.46 .27 .18  .19 .28 .17 .16-.40 .30 .18 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,500 11 .16 .16 .24 .18 .10-.37 .00-.47 .25 .19  .18 .26 .19 .11-.40 .28 .20 
      Context: Admin. 129 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.20-.31 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.20-.31 .06 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 174 1 .22 -- .38 -- .14-.60 ----- .41 --  .22 .38 -- .14-.60 .41 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 174 1 .22 -- .38 -- .14-.60 ----- .41 --  .22 .38 -- .14-.60 .41 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 174 1 .22 -- .38 -- .14-.60 ----- .41 --  .22 .38 -- .14-.60 .41 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 174 1 .22 -- .38 -- .14-.60 ----- .41 --  .22 .38 -- .14-.60 .41 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 837 6 .14 .14 .22 .15 .05-.39 .03-.41 .24 .16  .16 .24 .16 .05-.42 .26 .17 
            Sample Type: USES 173 3 .32 .21 .50 .21 .13-.81 .23-.77 .55 .23  .32 .50 .21 .13-.81 .55 .23 
                  Age: Below 40 173 3 .32 .21 .50 .21 .13-.81 .23-.77 .55 .23  .32 .50 .21 .13-.81 .55 .23 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 173 3 .32 .21 .50 .21 .13-.81 .23-.77 .55 .23  .32 .50 .21 .13-.81 .55 .23 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 118 2 .43 .06 .66 .00 .55-.76 .66-.66 .72 .00  .43 .66 .00 .55-.76 .72 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 664 3 .10 .06 .15 .00 .05-.25 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .15 .00 .03-.27 .16 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 471 1 .10 -- .15 -- .01-.28 ----- .16 --  .10 .15 -- -.01-.30 .16 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 664 3 .10 .06 .15 .00 .05-.25 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .15 .00 .03-.26 .16 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 471 1 .10 -- .15 -- .01-.28 ----- .16 --  .10 .15 -- -.03-.32 .16 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 129 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.20-.32 ----- .07 --  .04 .06 -- -.20-.32 .07 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.12 -- -.18 -- -.50-.15 ----- -.19 --  -.12 -.18 -- -.50-.15 -.19 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.12 -- -.18 -- -.50-.15 ----- -.19 --  -.12 -.18 -- -.50-.15 -.19 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.12 -- -.18 -- -.50-.15 ----- -.19 --  -.12 -.18 -- -.50-.15 -.19 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 76 1 -.12 -- -.18 -- -.50-.15 ----- -.19 --  -.12 -.18 -- -.50-.15 -.19 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 18,362 175 .13 .14 .20 .12 .16-.25 .05-.36 .22 .13  .14 .21 .12 .16-.26 .22 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,614 19 .14 .17 .24 .21 .11-.36 -.03-.50 .25 .22  .14 .24 .21 .11-.36 .25 .22 
      Complexity: Medium 10,138 71 .12 .11 .19 .08 .13-.24 .09-.28 .20 .08  .12 .19 .08 .13-.24 .20 .08 
      Complexity: Low 5,355 68 .17 .14 .27 .10 .22-.33 .15-.40 .30 .10  .18 .28 .09 .22-.33 .31 .10 
      Sample Type: USES 4,808 88 .16 .17 .28 .15 .22-.33 .08-.47 .30 .17  .17 .28 .15 .22-.34 .31 .16 
      Sample Type: Military 7,175 16 .08 .08 .11 .07 .04-.19 .02-.20 .13 .08  .08 .11 .07 .04-.19 .13 .08 
      Sample Type: Civilian 6,379 71 .17 .15 .25 .14 .20-.31 .08-.43 .27 .15  .17 .26 .14 .20-.31 .27 .14 
      Age: Below 40 4,839 86 .18 .18 .30 .17 .24-.36 .09-.52 .33 .18  .19 .31 .16 .25-.37 .34 .18 
      Age: 40 and above 1,074 15 .14 .13 .23 .00 .13-.33 .23-.23 .25 .00  .14 .23 .00 .13-.33 .25 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 17,383 159 .13 .14 .20 .12 .15-.25 .04-.36 .22 .14  .13 .20 .12 .15-.25 .22 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 979 16 .19 .15 .29 .05 .18-.39 .23-.35 .31 .05  .19 .29 .05 .18-.39 .31 .05 
      Context: Research 7,415 109 .17 .15 .26 .12 .22-.31 .11-.42 .29 .13  .17 .27 .12 .22-.31 .29 .13 
      Context: Admin. 6,853 8 .08 .07 .11 .08 .04-.18 .02-.21 .13 .09  .08 .11 .08 .04-.18 .13 .09 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 1,614 19 .14 .17 .24 .21 .11-.36 -.03-.50 .25 .22  .14 .24 .21 .11-.36 .25 .22 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .13 .20 .21 .23 -.02-.44 -.08-.51 .23 .25  .16 .26 .20 .03-.48 .29 .22 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .13 .20 .21 .23 -.02-.44 -.08-.51 .23 .25  .16 .27 .20 .03-.48 .29 .22 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .10 .22 .16 .29 -.14-.45 -.21-.53 .18 .32  .13 .22 .28 -.09-.51 .24 .30 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .22 .08 .37 .00 .19-.54 .37-.37 .41 .00  .22 .37 .00 .19-.54 .41 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .10 .20 .17 .26 -.12-.45 -.16-.50 .19 .28  .13 .22 .24 -.07-.49 .24 .26 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,178 11 .14 .16 .25 .21 .08-.40 -.02-.51 .26 .22  .15 .26 .21 .09-.43 .28 .22 
                  Age: Below 40 266 2 .31 .19 .51 .22 .07-.85 .23-.80 .55 .23  .31 .51 .22 .07-.85 .55 .23 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,178 11 .14 .16 .25 .21 .08-.40 -.02-.51 .26 .22  .15 .26 .21 .09-.43 .28 .22 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 675 4 .18 .17 .32 .25 .02-.58 .00-.63 .34 .26  .20 .34 .24 .05-.61 .37 .25 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 10,138 71 .12 .11 .19 .08 .13-.24 .09-.28 .20 .08  .12 .19 .08 .13-.24 .20 .08 
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            Sample Type: USES 1,016 22 .23 .16 .36 .04 .26-.46 .30-.42 .40 .05  .23 .36 .04 .26-.46 .40 .05 
                  Age: Below 40 949 21 .23 .17 .36 .07 .25-.47 .27-.45 .40 .08  .23 .36 .07 .25-.47 .40 .08 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .20 -- .32 -- -.06-.65 ----- .35 --  .20 .32 -- -.06-.65 .35 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 934 20 .23 .17 .37 .08 .26-.48 .27-.47 .41 .08  .23 .37 .08 .26-.48 .41 .08 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .15 .06 .24 .00 .10-.38 .24-.24 .26 .00  .15 .24 .00 .10-.38 .26 .00 
                  Context: Research 954 21 .21 .15 .33 .00 .23-.43 .33-.33 .36 .00  .21 .33 .00 .23-.43 .36 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,452 10 .06 .05 .08 .02 .02-.14 .05-.11 .09 .03  .06 .08 .02 .02-.14 .09 .03 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,398 9 .06 .05 .08 .03 .02-.14 .04-.12 .09 .03  .06 .08 .03 .02-.14 .09 .03 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 54 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.51-.34 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.51-.34 -.10 -- 
                  Context: Research 93 4 .16 .12 .26 .00 .06-.44 .26-.26 .28 .00  .16 .26 .00 .06-.44 .28 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .03 .02-.13 .04-.12 .09 .03  .06 .08 .03 .02-.13 .09 .03 
            Sample Type: Civilian 3,670 39 .20 .15 .30 .11 .23-.36 .15-.44 .32 .12  .20 .30 .11 .23-.37 .32 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 130 2 .41 .01 .61 .00 .58-.63 .61-.61 .65 .00  .41 .61 .00 .58-.63 .65 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 300 5 .11 .11 .16 .00 .02-.30 .16-.16 .17 .00  .11 .16 .00 .02-.30 .17 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,158 33 .19 .15 .29 .13 .21-.36 .12-.45 .31 .14  .19 .29 .13 .21-.36 .31 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 512 6 .23 .12 .35 .00 .20-.49 .35-.35 .37 .00  .23 .35 .00 .21-.50 .38 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,737 15 .17 .13 .27 .09 .17-.36 .16-.38 .28 .09  .18 .27 .09 .17-.36 .28 .09 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 5,355 68 .17 .14 .27 .10 .22-.33 .15-.40 .30 .10  .18 .28 .09 .22-.33 .31 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 3,039 51 .14 .15 .25 .11 .18-.32 .11-.39 .27 .12  .14 .24 .11 .17-.32 .27 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 2,332 42 .14 .16 .24 .11 .16-.32 .09-.39 .26 .13  .14 .24 .12 .16-.32 .26 .13 
                  Age: 40 and above 707 9 .15 .14 .27 .12 .11-.42 .12-.42 .30 .13  .15 .26 .12 .10-.42 .29 .13 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,039 51 .14 .15 .25 .11 .18-.32 .11-.39 .27 .12  .14 .24 .11 .17-.32 .27 .12 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,932 49 .14 .15 .24 .09 .17-.31 .12-.36 .26 .10  .13 .24 .09 .16-.31 .26 .10 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,575 4 .22 .01 .30 .00 .29-.32 .30-.30 .35 .00  .22 .30 .00 .29-.32 .35 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,575 4 .22 .01 .30 .00 .29-.32 .30-.30 .35 .00  .22 .30 .00 .29-.32 .35 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .22 .01 .30 .00 .29-.32 .30-.30 .35 .00  .22 .30 .00 .29-.32 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 741 13 .21 .21 .31 .21 .14-.47 .04-.58 .33 .22  .21 .31 .20 .15-.47 .33 .22 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .28 .18 .40 .15 .11-.68 .21-.60 .43 .16  .28 .40 .15 .11-.68 .43 .16 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 603 10 .21 .21 .31 .22 .12-.49 .03-.59 .33 .23  .21 .31 .22 .12-.50 .33 .23 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 138 3 .21 .25 .31 .27 -.10-.70 -.03-.66 .33 .29  .21 .31 .27 -.10-.70 .33 .29 
                  Context: Research 231 3 .28 .18 .40 .15 .11-.68 .21-.60 .43 .16  .28 .41 .15 .11-.68 .43 .16 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
          
All 1,305 11 .23 .08 .33 .00 .26-.41 .33-.33 .36 .00  .22 .33 .00 .25-.40 .35 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 222 2 .25 .03 .38 .00 .31-.45 .38-.38 .40 .00  .25 .38 .00 .31-.45 .40 .00 
      Complexity: Low 418 5 .19 .11 .27 .00 .13-.41 .27-.27 .29 .00  .18 .27 .00 .12-.42 .29 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,305 11 .23 .08 .33 .00 .26-.41 .33-.33 .36 .00  .22 .33 .00 .25-.40 .35 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,056 8 .22 .09 .33 .00 .23-.42 .33-.33 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .21-.42 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 249 3 .25 .03 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 .38 .00  .25 .36 .00 .30-.41 .38 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 222 2 .25 .03 .38 .00 .31-.45 .38-.38 .40 .00  .25 .38 .00 .31-.45 .40 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 222 2 .25 .03 .38 .00 .31-.45 .38-.38 .40 .00  .25 .38 .00 .31-.45 .40 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 222 2 .25 .03 .38 .00 .31-.45 .38-.38 .40 .00  .25 .38 .00 .31-.45 .40 .00 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 418 5 .19 .11 .27 .00 .13-.41 .27-.27 .29 .00  .18 .27 .00 .12-.42 .29 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 418 5 .19 .11 .27 .00 .13-.41 .27-.27 .29 .00  .18 .27 .00 .12-.41 .29 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 169 2 .10 .14 .14 .11 -.14-.42 .00-.29 .15 .12  .10 .14 .11 -.14-.42 .15 .12 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 249 3 .25 .03 .36 .00 .31-.42 .36-.36 .39 .00  .25 .37 .00 .31-.43 .39 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.13 .05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.06-.13 .03-.03 .04 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.04-.15 .05 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.13 .05 .00 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.13 .05 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.12 .05 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.13 .05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.06-.13 .03-.03 .04 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.04-.15 .05 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.13 .05 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.13 .05 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .02 .05 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03-.03 .03 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.03-.12 .05 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A58 
Predictive Validity for Gv and CWB  
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
           
All 567 5 -.14 .08 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.21--.21 -.23 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 491 4 -.16 .07 -.25 .00 -.35--.15 -.25--.25 -.27 .00  -.16 -.25 .00 -.35--.15 -.27 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.35-.32 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.01 -- -.35-.32 -.02 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.22 -- -.36 -- -.62--.07 ----- -.39 --  -.22 -.36 -- -.66--.02 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 454 4 -.12 .08 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.18--.18 -.19 .00  -.12 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.19 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.22 -- -.35 -- -.61--.06 ----- -.39 --  -.22 -.35 -- -.61--.06 -.39 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 189 2 -.13 .14 -.21 .14 -.51-.10 -.39--.04 -.23 .15  -.13 -.21 .14 -.51-.10 -.23 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.14 .07 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.21--.21 -.22 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.22 .00 
      Context: Research 567 5 -.14 .08 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.21--.21 -.22 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.22 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All 567 5 -.14 .08 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.21--.21 -.23 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 491 4 -.16 .07 -.25 .00 -.35--.15 -.25--.25 -.27 .00  -.16 -.25 .00 -.35--.15 -.27 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.35-.32 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.01 -- -.35-.32 -.02 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.22 -- -.36 -- -.62--.07 ----- -.39 --  -.22 -.36 -- -.66--.02 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 454 4 -.12 .08 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.18--.18 -.19 .00  -.12 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.19 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.22 -- -.35 -- -.61--.06 ----- -.39 --  -.22 -.35 -- -.61--.06 -.39 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 189 2 -.13 .14 -.21 .14 -.51-.10 -.39--.04 -.23 .15  -.13 -.21 .14 -.51-.10 -.23 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.14 .07 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.21--.21 -.22 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.22 .00 
      Context: Research 567 5 -.14 .08 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.21--.21 -.22 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.22 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
    
All 454 4 -.12 .08 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.18--.18 -.19 .00  -.12 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.19 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.14 .07 -.22 .00 -.34--.10 -.22--.22 -.23 .00  -.14 -.22 .00 -.34--.10 -.23 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.35-.32 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.01 -- -.35-.32 -.02 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 454 4 -.12 .08 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.18--.18 -.19 .00  -.12 -.18 .00 -.30--.06 -.19 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.01 -- -.01 -- -.35-.32 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.01 -- -.35-.32 -.02 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.14 .07 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.21--.21 -.22 .00  -.14 -.21 .00 -.32--.10 -.22 .00 
      Context: Research 454 4 -.12 .08 -.18 .00 -.29--.06 -.18--.18 -.19 .00  -.12 -.18 .00 -.29--.06 -.19 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A59 
Predictive Validity for Gv and OCB 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All 1,315 9 .07 .10 .11 .07 .01-.21 .02-.20 .12 .08  .08 .12 .07 .01-.22 .13 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 932 7 .11 .07 .17 .00 .09-.25 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .09-.25 .18 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.20 -- -.29 -- -.60-.03 ----- -.31 --  -.20 -.29 -- -.60-.03 -.31 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.14-.24 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.14-.24 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,008 8 .09 .11 .13 .08 .02-.24 .02-.24 .14 .09  .09 .13 .08 .01-.24 .14 .09 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 937 6 .04 .10 .07 .09 -.06-.19 -.05-.18 .07 .10  .04 .06 .10 -.07-.20 .07 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .15 .04 .22 .00 .16-.28 .22-.22 .23 .00  .15 .22 .00 .16-.28 .23 .00 
      Context: Research 1,008 8 .09 .11 .13 .08 .01-.24 .02-.23 .13 .09  .09 .13 .09 .01-.24 .14 .09 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All 761 5 .07 .11 .10 .10 -.04-.24 -.02-.23 .11 .11  .07 .11 .10 -.04-.26 .12 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .14 .04 .21 .00 .14-.29 .21-.21 .23 .00  .14 .21 .00 .14-.29 .23 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.16 -- -.24 -- -.55-.09 ----- -.25 --  -.16 -.24 -- -.55-.09 -.25 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.14-.24 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.14-.24 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 454 4 .09 .13 .13 .13 -.06-.33 -.04-.30 .14 .14  .09 .13 .13 -.06-.33 .14 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 383 2 -.01 .11 -.01 .13 -.25-.23 -.18-.15 -.01 .14  -.02 -.03 .14 -.30-.23 -.04 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .14 .04 .20 .00 .14-.27 .20-.20 .22 .00  .14 .20 .00 .14-.27 .22 .00 
      Context: Research 454 4 .09 .13 .13 .13 -.06-.32 -.04-.30 .14 .14  .09 .13 .13 -.06-.32 .14 .14 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All 307 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.14-.24 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.17-.27 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.14-.24 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.14-.24 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 307 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.14-.24 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.17-.27 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
       
All 1,008 8 .09 .13 .13 .13 .00-.26 -.03-.29 .14 .14  .09 .13 .13 .00-.27 .14 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 932 7 .11 .09 .17 .00 .07-.27 .17-.17 .19 .00  .11 .17 .00 .07-.27 .19 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.23 -- -.34 -- -.64--.02 ----- -.36 --  -.23 -.34 -- -.64--.02 -.36 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 1,008 8 .09 .13 .13 .13 .00-.26 -.03-.29 .14 .14  .09 .13 .13 .00-.26 .14 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 630 5 .04 .14 .07 .15 -.11-.24 -.13-.26 .07 .16  .04 .06 .16 -.13-.25 .06 .17 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .16 .09 .23 .00 .08-.38 .23-.23 .25 .00  .16 .23 .00 .08-.38 .25 .00 
      Context: Research 1,008 8 .09 .13 .13 .13 .00-.26 -.04-.29 .14 .14  .09 .13 .13 .00-.26 .14 .14 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All 89 2 .20 .00 .30 .00 .30-.30 .30-.30 .32 .00  .20 .30 .00 .30-.30 .32 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 89 2 .20 .00 .31 .00 .30-.31 .31-.31 .33 .00  .20 .31 .00 .30-.31 .33 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 89 2 .20 .00 .30 .00 .30-.30 .30-.30 .32 .00  .20 .30 .00 .30-.30 .32 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .20 .00 .30 .00 .30-.30 .30-.30 .32 .00  .20 .30 .00 .30-.30 .32 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 89 2 .20 .00 .29 .00 .29-.30 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .29-.30 .31 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All 76 1 -.23 -- -.34 -- -.64--.02 ----- -.36 --  -.23 -.34 -- -.64--.02 -.36 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.23 -- -.34 -- -.64--.02 ----- -.36 --  -.23 -.34 -- -.64--.02 -.36 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.23 -- -.34 -- -.64--.02 ----- -.36 --  -.23 -.34 -- -.64--.02 -.36 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.23 -- -.34 -- -.64--.02 ----- -.36 --  -.23 -.34 -- -.64--.02 -.36 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 -.23 -- -.33 -- -.63--.02 ----- -.36 --  -.23 -.33 -- -.63--.02 -.36 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
         
All 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.07-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.10 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.08-.08 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .01 .00 -.07-.10 .01 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.07-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.09 .02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.07-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.10 .02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.07-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.09 .02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.08-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.10 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.10-.09 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .01 .00 -.08-.11 .01 .00 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.08-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.07-.10 .02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.08-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.10 .02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.08-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.10 .02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human 
Relations 
All 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.07-.08 .00-.00 .00 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.09-.09 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.07-.11 .02 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.07-.08 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.09 .02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.07-.08 .00-.00 .00 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .00 .05 .00 .00 -.07-.08 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.10 .02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All 1,250 3 -.01 .04 -.02 .00 -.09-.06 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  .00 .00 .00 -.08-.09 .01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 -.01 .04 -.02 .00 -.11-.07 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  .00 -.01 .00 -.10-.09 -.01 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 -.01 .04 -.02 .00 -.09-.06 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  .00 .00 .00 -.08-.08 .00 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 -.01 .04 -.02 .00 -.09-.06 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  .00 .00 .00 -.08-.09 .01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 -.01 .04 -.02 .00 -.09-.06 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  .00 .00 .00 -.08-.09 .00 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
    
All 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.06-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.07-.08 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.06-.09 .02 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.06-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.08 .02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.06-.07 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.09 .02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.06-.06 .00-.00 .00 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.08 .02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
   
All 1,250 3 -.02 .02 -.03 .00 -.07-.01 -.03--.03 -.03 .00  -.01 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 -.02 .02 -.04 .00 -.09-.01 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.03 .00 -.08-.02 -.03 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 -.02 .02 -.03 .00 -.07-.01 -.03--.03 -.03 .00  -.01 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 -.02 .02 -.03 .00 -.07-.01 -.03--.03 -.03 .00  -.01 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 -.02 .02 -.03 .00 -.07-.01 -.03--.03 -.03 .00  -.01 -.02 .00 -.06-.02 -.02 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem 
Solving 
All 1,250 3 .07 .06 .11 .03 .00-.21 .07-.14 .11 .03  .09 .14 .00 .02-.26 .15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .07 .06 .13 .04 .00-.25 .07-.18 .14 .05  .08 .15 .00 .01-.28 .16 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .07 .06 .11 .03 .00-.21 .07-.14 .11 .03  .09 .13 .00 .02-.25 .14 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .07 .06 .11 .03 .00-.21 .07-.15 .11 .03  .09 .14 .00 .02-.26 .15 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .07 .06 .10 .03 .00-.21 .06-.15 .11 .04  .09 .13 .00 .02-.25 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All 1,250 3 .03 .05 .04 .00 -.04-.12 .04-.04 .05 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.01-.13 .06 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .03 .05 .05 .00 -.04-.15 .05-.05 .05 .00  .04 .07 .00 -.02-.16 .07 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .03 .05 .04 .00 -.04-.12 .04-.04 .05 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.02-.13 .06 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .03 .05 .04 .00 -.04-.12 .04-.04 .05 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.01-.13 .06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .03 .05 .04 .00 -.04-.12 .04-.04 .04 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.02-.13 .06 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All 1,250 3 .01 .04 .01 .00 -.06-.08 .01-.01 .01 .00  .02 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 .01 .04 .01 .00 -.08-.10 .01-.01 .01 .00  .02 .03 .00 -.06-.12 .03 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 .01 .04 .01 .00 -.06-.08 .01-.01 .01 .00  .02 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 .01 .04 .01 .00 -.06-.08 .01-.01 .01 .00  .02 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 .01 .04 .01 .00 -.06-.08 .01-.01 .01 .00  .02 .03 .00 -.05-.11 .03 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All 1,250 3 -.09 .02 -.13 .00 -.16--.09 -.13--.13 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.16--.09 -.13 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,250 3 -.09 .02 -.15 .00 -.19--.11 -.15--.15 -.16 .00  -.08 -.15 .00 -.19--.10 -.16 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 -.09 .02 -.13 .00 -.16--.09 -.13--.13 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.16--.09 -.13 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 -.09 .02 -.13 .00 -.16--.09 -.13--.13 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.16--.09 -.13 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 -.09 .02 -.12 .00 -.16--.09 -.12--.12 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.16--.09 -.13 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
   
All 1,250 3 -.01 .05 -.02 .02 -.10-.07 -.04-.01 -.02 .02  .01 .01 .00 -.10-.12 .01 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High 1,250 3 -.01 .05 -.02 .03 -.12-.09 -.05-.02 -.02 .03  .00 .00 .01 -.12-.11 -.01 .01 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,250 3 -.01 .05 -.02 .02 -.10-.07 -.04-.01 -.02 .02  .00 .00 .00 -.10-.11 .00 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,250 3 -.01 .05 -.02 .02 -.10-.07 -.04-.01 -.02 .02  .01 .01 .00 -.10-.12 .01 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,250 3 -.01 .05 -.02 .02 -.10-.07 -.04-.01 -.02 .02  .00 .01 .00 -.10-.11 .01 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A60 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Performance Outcomes 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
            
All 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.36-.26 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.36-.26 -.05 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.36-.26 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.36-.26 -.05 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 -.04 -- -.04 -- -.30-.22 ----- -.04 --  -.04 -.04 -- -.30-.22 -.04 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
    
All 67 1 -.10 -- -.10 -- -.36-.16 ----- -.11 --  -.10 -.10 -- -.36-.16 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.10 -- -.12 -- -.42-.19 ----- -.13 --  -.10 -.12 -- -.42-.19 -.13 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.10 -- -.10 -- -.36-.16 ----- -.11 --  -.10 -.10 -- -.36-.16 -.11 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.10 -- -.10 -- -.36-.16 ----- -.11 --  -.10 -.10 -- -.36-.16 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 -.10 -- -.10 -- -.36-.16 ----- -.11 --  -.10 -.10 -- -.36-.16 -.11 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
    
All 67 1 -.08 -- -.09 -- -.35-.17 ----- -.09 --  -.08 -.09 -- -.35-.17 -.09 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.08 -- -.11 -- -.41-.21 ----- -.11 --  -.08 -.11 -- -.41-.21 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.08 -- -.09 -- -.35-.17 ----- -.09 --  -.08 -.09 -- -.35-.17 -.09 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.08 -- -.09 -- -.35-.17 ----- -.09 --  -.08 -.09 -- -.35-.17 -.09 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 -.08 -- -.09 -- -.35-.17 ----- -.09 --  -.08 -.09 -- -.35-.17 -.09 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
     
All 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.26-.36 ----- .06 --  .04 .05 -- -.26-.36 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
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Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
     
All 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .04 -- .05 -- -.26-.36 ----- .06 --  .04 .05 -- -.26-.36 .06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .04 -- .04 -- -.22-.31 ----- .05 --  .04 .04 -- -.22-.31 .05 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All 364 6 .25 .24 .37 .27 .09-.65 .02-.72 .40 .29  .25 .37 .27 .09-.65 .40 .29 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 364 6 .25 .24 .44 .31 .11-.71 .04-.83 .46 .33  .25 .44 .31 .11-.71 .46 .33 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 364 6 .25 .24 .37 .27 .09-.65 .02-.72 .40 .29  .25 .37 .27 .09-.65 .40 .29 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 364 6 .25 .24 .37 .27 .09-.65 .02-.72 .40 .29  .25 .37 .27 .09-.65 .40 .29 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 297 5 .32 .21 .46 .19 .20-.71 .22-.71 .49 .20  .32 .46 .19 .20-.71 .49 .20 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All 297 5 .32 .21 .47 .18 .21-.72 .24-.70 .50 .19  .32 .47 .18 .21-.72 .50 .19 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 297 5 .32 .21 .54 .21 .25-.78 .28-.80 .57 .22  .32 .54 .21 .25-.78 .57 .22 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 297 5 .32 .21 .47 .18 .21-.72 .24-.70 .50 .19  .32 .47 .18 .21-.72 .50 .19 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 297 5 .32 .21 .47 .18 .21-.72 .24-.70 .50 .19  .32 .47 .18 .21-.72 .50 .19 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 297 5 .32 .21 .46 .19 .20-.71 .22-.71 .49 .20  .32 .46 .19 .20-.71 .49 .20 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All 67 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.43-.28 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.43-.28 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.49-.33 ----- -.10 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.49-.33 -.10 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.43-.28 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.43-.28 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.43-.28 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.43-.28 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
   
All 67 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.43-.28 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.43-.28 -.08 -- 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.49-.33 ----- -.10 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.49-.33 -.10 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.43-.28 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.43-.28 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.43-.28 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.43-.28 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership 
Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A61 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Accidents 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
             
All 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
            
All 71 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .08 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 71 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .08 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 71 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .08 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 71 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .08 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 71 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .08 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 71 1 .07 -- .08 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .08 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
            
All 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.32 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.32 .08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.32 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.32 .08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.32 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.32 .08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.33 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.33 .08 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.32 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.32 .08 -- 
  848 
 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 71 1 .07 -- .07 -- -.18-.32 ----- .08 --  .07 .07 -- -.18-.32 .08 -- 
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Table A62 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Potential  
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
          
All 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 87 3 .31 .22 .46 .10 .09-.79 .33-.59 .49 .11  .31 .46 .10 .09-.79 .49 .11 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
      Clerical Job: No 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 87 3 .31 .22 .46 .10 .09-.79 .33-.59 .49 .11  .31 .46 .10 .09-.79 .49 .11 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
      Clerical Job: No 87 3 .31 .22 .45 .10 .09-.78 .31-.58 .48 .11  .31 .45 .10 .09-.78 .48 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A63 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A64 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Attrition  
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.31-.10 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.31-.10 -.12 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.32-.11 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.32-.11 -.12 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.31-.10 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.31-.10 -.12 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.31-.10 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.31-.10 -.12 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 129 1 -.09 -- -.13 -- -.36-.12 ----- -.14 --  -.09 -.13 -- -.36-.12 -.14 -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
              
All 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.31-.10 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.31-.10 -.12 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.32-.11 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.32-.11 -.12 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.31-.10 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.31-.10 -.12 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 129 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.31-.10 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.31-.10 -.12 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 129 1 -.09 -- -.13 -- -.36-.12 ----- -.14 --  -.09 -.13 -- -.36-.12 -.14 -- 
 
  
  854 
 
Table A65 
Predictive Validity for Gv and Miscellaneous Other 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
          
All 519 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.17-.27 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.09-.19 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.09-.19 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.17-.27 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
           
All 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 63 4 .20 .11 .35 .00 .16-.52 .35-.35 .37 .00  .20 .35 .00 .16-.52 .37 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.44 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.44 .31 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 63 4 .20 .11 .35 .00 .16-.52 .35-.35 .37 .00  .20 .35 .00 .16-.52 .37 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.45 .31 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .20 .11 .29 .00 .13-.44 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .29 .00 .13-.44 .31 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
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Table A66 
Predictive Validity of Ga and Performance Determinants  
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  859 
 
Table A67 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
  860 
 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A68 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
           
All 200 4 .05 .06 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10-.10 .11 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .11 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 52 2 .05 .14 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10-.10 .10 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 200 4 .05 .06 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10-.10 .11 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .11 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 169 3 .04 .05 .07 .00 -.04-.19 .07-.07 .08 .00  .04 .07 .00 -.04-.19 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .13 -- .25 -- -.42-.78 ----- .27 --  .13 .25 -- -.42-.78 .27 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 52 2 .05 .14 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10-.10 .10 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 52 2 .05 .14 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10-.10 .10 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 21 1 -.07 -- -.14 -- -.81-.64 ----- -.15 --  -.07 -.14 -- -.81-.64 -.15 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .13 -- .25 -- -.42-.78 ----- .27 --  .13 .25 -- -.42-.78 .27 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
         
All 200 4 .05 .06 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10-.10 .11 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .11 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 52 2 .05 .14 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10-.10 .10 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 200 4 .05 .06 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .10-.10 .11 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.01-.21 .11 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 169 3 .04 .05 .07 .00 -.04-.19 .07-.07 .08 .00  .04 .07 .00 -.04-.19 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .13 -- .25 -- -.42-.78 ----- .27 --  .13 .25 -- -.42-.78 .27 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 52 2 .05 .14 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10-.10 .10 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 52 2 .05 .14 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10-.10 .10 .00  .05 .10 .00 -.28-.45 .10 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 21 1 -.07 -- -.14 -- -.81-.64 ----- -.15 --  -.07 -.14 -- -.81-.64 -.15 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .13 -- .25 -- -.42-.78 ----- .27 --  .13 .25 -- -.42-.78 .27 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A69 
Predictive Validity for Ga and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A70 
Predictive Validity for Ga and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A71 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A72 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A73 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A74 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A75 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A76 
Predictive Validity for Ga and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A77 
Predictive Validity of Gs and Performance Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
           
All 69,018 19 .14 .03 .29 .00 .27-.31 .29-.29 .31 .00  .23 .44 .06 .36-.52 .48 .06 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,066 15 .23 .11 .33 .00 .25-.41 .33-.33 .36 .00  .23 .34 .00 .26-.41 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Low 265 2 .24 .00 .45 .00 .45-.46 .45-.45 .49 .00  .24 .46 .00 .45-.46 .50 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 67,849 6 .14 .01 .29 .00 .28-.30 .29-.29 .31 .00  .16 .32 .00 .26-.37 .34 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,169 13 .30 .10 .35 .00 .29-.41 .35-.35 .37 .00  .30 .35 .00 .29-.41 .38 .00 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .13 -- .27 -- -.22-.64 ----- .29 --  .13 .27 -- -.22-.64 .29 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 68,921 15 .14 .02 .29 .00 .27-.32 .29-.29 .32 .00  .23 .45 .09 .36-.53 .49 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 97 4 .24 .11 .28 .00 .16-.40 .28-.28 .30 .00  .24 .28 .00 .16-.40 .30 .00 
      Context: Research 2,230 14 .23 .10 .36 .00 .28-.43 .36-.36 .38 .00  .24 .37 .00 .29-.45 .40 .00 
      Context: Admin. 66,629 1 .14 -- .29 -- .28-.31 ----- .32 --  .14 .29 -- .09-.47 .32 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,066 15 .23 .11 .33 .00 .25-.41 .33-.33 .36 .00  .23 .34 .00 .26-.41 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 965 4 .15 .01 .26 .00 .25-.28 .26-.26 .29 .00  .15 .26 .00 .25-.28 .29 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .13 -- .24 -- -.19-.59 ----- .26 --  .13 .24 -- -.19-.59 .26 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 965 4 .15 .01 .26 .00 .25-.28 .26-.26 .29 .00  .15 .26 .00 .25-.28 .29 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 965 4 .15 .01 .26 .00 .25-.28 .26-.26 .29 .00  .15 .26 .00 .25-.28 .29 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,101 11 .30 .10 .37 .00 .30-.44 .37-.37 .40 .00  .31 .37 .00 .30-.44 .40 .00 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,004 7 .31 .10 .38 .00 .29-.47 .38-.38 .40 .00  .31 .38 .00 .29-.47 .41 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 97 4 .24 .11 .30 .00 .17-.42 .30-.30 .32 .00  .24 .30 .00 .17-.42 .32 .00 
                  Context: Research 942 7 .31 .11 .38 .00 .28-.47 .38-.38 .40 .00  .31 .38 .00 .28-.47 .40 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 265 2 .24 .00 .45 .00 .45-.46 .45-.45 .49 .00  .24 .46 .00 .45-.46 .50 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 255 1 .24 -- .46 -- .25-.63 ----- .50 --  .24 .46 -- .25-.63 .50 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 255 1 .24 -- .46 -- .25-.63 ----- .50 --  .24 .46 -- .25-.63 .50 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 255 1 .24 -- .46 -- .25-.63 ----- .50 --  .24 .46 -- .25-.63 .50 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 10 1 .24 -- .29 -- -.48-.98 ----- .31 --  .24 .29 -- -.48-.98 .31 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 10 1 .24 -- .29 -- -.48-.98 ----- .31 --  .24 .29 -- -.48-.98 .31 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 10 1 .24 -- .29 -- -.48-.98 ----- .31 --  .24 .29 -- -.48-.98 .31 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 3,241 33 .18 .13 .26 .09 .20-.33 .15-.38 .28 .10  .19 .27 .10 .21-.34 .29 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .20 .01 .33 .00 .31-.34 .33-.33 .35 .00  .20 .33 .00 .31-.34 .35 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,946 20 .20 .12 .31 .00 .23-.38 .31-.31 .33 .00  .20 .32 .00 .23-.40 .34 .00 
      Complexity: Low 129 2 .16 .18 .24 .18 -.14-.59 .01-.46 .25 .19  .16 .24 .18 -.14-.59 .25 .19 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .15 -- .38 -- -.21-.76 ----- .41 --  .15 .38 -- -.21-.76 .41 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,172 32 .18 .13 .26 .10 .20-.33 .14-.39 .28 .11  .18 .27 .10 .20-.34 .29 .11 
      Age: Below 40 776 4 .11 .06 .16 .00 .07-.25 .16-.16 .18 .00  .09 .14 .00 .01-.26 .15 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 88 2 .35 .06 .50 .00 .38-.62 .50-.50 .54 .00  .35 .50 .00 .38-.62 .54 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,964 19 .18 .13 .27 .06 .19-.36 .20-.35 .29 .06  .19 .29 .07 .20-.38 .31 .07 
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      Clerical Job: Yes 1,277 14 .18 .14 .26 .12 .15-.37 .11-.41 .28 .13  .18 .26 .12 .15-.37 .28 .13 
      Context: Research 2,149 18 .20 .12 .31 .00 .22-.39 .31-.31 .33 .00  .21 .32 .00 .24-.40 .34 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 211 3 .34 .00 .50 .00 .50-.50 .50-.50 .53 .00  .34 .50 .00 .50-.50 .53 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 211 3 .34 .00 .50 .00 .50-.50 .50-.50 .53 .00  .34 .50 .00 .50-.50 .53 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 211 3 .34 .00 .51 .00 .51-.51 .51-.51 .54 .00  .34 .51 .00 .51-.51 .54 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 141 2 .34 .00 .51 .00 .51-.51 .51-.51 .55 .00  .34 .51 .00 .51-.51 .55 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 3,030 30 .17 .13 .25 .10 .18-.32 .12-.38 .27 .11  .17 .26 .11 .18-.33 .28 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .20 .01 .33 .00 .31-.34 .33-.33 .35 .00  .20 .33 .00 .31-.34 .35 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,946 20 .20 .13 .31 .00 .22-.39 .31-.31 .33 .00  .20 .32 .00 .23-.40 .34 .00 
      Complexity: Low 129 2 .16 .18 .24 .18 -.14-.59 .01-.46 .25 .19  .16 .24 .18 -.14-.59 .25 .19 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .15 -- .38 -- -.21-.76 ----- .41 --  .15 .38 -- -.21-.76 .41 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,961 29 .17 .13 .25 .11 .18-.32 .11-.38 .26 .12  .17 .25 .11 .18-.32 .27 .12 
      Age: Below 40 776 4 .11 .06 .16 .00 .07-.25 .16-.16 .18 .00  .09 .14 .00 .01-.26 .15 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 88 2 .36 .08 .52 .00 .36-.67 .52-.52 .56 .00  .36 .52 .00 .36-.67 .56 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,753 16 .16 .13 .24 .08 .15-.33 .14-.35 .26 .09  .17 .25 .09 .15-.36 .27 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,277 14 .18 .15 .26 .12 .15-.37 .11-.42 .28 .13  .18 .27 .12 .16-.37 .28 .13 
      Context: Research 2,008 16 .19 .12 .29 .00 .20-.38 .29-.29 .31 .00  .20 .31 .00 .21-.40 .33 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
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All 2,453 22 .15 .12 .22 .07 .15-.29 .12-.32 .24 .08  .16 .23 .08 .15-.31 .25 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,877 18 .18 .12 .28 .00 .19-.36 .28-.28 .30 .00  .18 .29 .00 .20-.37 .31 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.29-.38 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.29-.38 .05 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .15 -- .38 -- -.21-.76 ----- .41 --  .15 .38 -- -.21-.76 .41 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,384 21 .15 .12 .22 .08 .14-.29 .11-.32 .23 .09  .15 .22 .09 .14-.30 .24 .09 
      Age: Below 40 742 3 .12 .04 .18 .00 .12-.24 .18-.18 .19 .00  .11 .17 .00 .10-.25 .19 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,548 12 .14 .12 .21 .10 .10-.31 .08-.34 .22 .11  .14 .22 .11 .10-.34 .24 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 905 10 .17 .11 .25 .00 .15-.35 .25-.25 .27 .00  .17 .25 .00 .15-.35 .27 .00 
      Context: Research 1,750 11 .16 .12 .25 .07 .14-.35 .16-.34 .27 .08  .17 .26 .07 .15-.37 .28 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
     
All 1,631 17 .23 .15 .34 .12 .23-.44 .18-.49 .36 .13  .23 .34 .12 .24-.44 .37 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .20 .01 .33 .00 .31-.34 .33-.33 .35 .00  .20 .33 .00 .31-.34 .35 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,047 10 .26 .13 .40 .00 .28-.52 .40-.40 .43 .00  .27 .41 .00 .28-.52 .43 .00 
      Complexity: Low 129 2 .17 .17 .25 .14 -.09-.58 .08-.43 .27 .15  .17 .25 .14 -.09-.58 .27 .15 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,631 17 .23 .15 .34 .12 .23-.44 .18-.49 .36 .13  .23 .34 .12 .23-.44 .36 .13 
      Age: Below 40 34 1 -.10 -- -.14 -- -.62-.36 ----- -.15 --  -.10 -.14 -- -.62-.36 -.15 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 88 2 .36 .08 .52 .00 .36-.67 .52-.52 .56 .00  .36 .52 .00 .36-.67 .56 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 835 9 .22 .15 .33 .12 .18-.47 .18-.47 .35 .12  .22 .34 .12 .18-.49 .36 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 796 8 .24 .16 .35 .13 .20-.50 .18-.52 .38 .14  .24 .35 .13 .20-.50 .38 .14 
      Context: Research 1,266 13 .25 .13 .38 .00 .27-.48 .38-.38 .40 .00  .25 .38 .00 .28-.49 .41 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 843 5 .24 .06 .35 .00 .28-.42 .35-.35 .37 .00  .24 .35 .00 .28-.43 .38 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 843 5 .24 .06 .36 .00 .29-.44 .36-.36 .39 .00  .24 .36 .00 .29-.44 .39 .00 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 843 5 .24 .06 .35 .00 .28-.42 .35-.35 .37 .00  .24 .35 .00 .28-.42 .38 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .22 .04 .33 .00 .25-.41 .33-.33 .35 .00  .22 .34 .00 .26-.42 .36 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .26 .08 .37 .00 .25-.50 .37-.37 .40 .00  .26 .37 .00 .25-.50 .40 .00 
      Context: Research 843 5 .24 .06 .36 .00 .29-.43 .36-.36 .39 .00  .24 .36 .00 .29-.44 .39 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All 378 3 .26 .08 .38 .00 .25-.50 .38-.38 .41 .00  .26 .38 .00 .25-.50 .41 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .26 .08 .40 .00 .27-.52 .40-.40 .43 .00  .26 .40 .00 .27-.52 .43 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .26 .08 .38 .00 .25-.50 .38-.38 .41 .00  .26 .38 .00 .25-.50 .41 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .26 .08 .37 .00 .25-.50 .37-.37 .40 .00  .26 .37 .00 .25-.50 .40 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .26 .08 .39 .00 .26-.52 .39-.39 .42 .00  .26 .39 .00 .26-.52 .42 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All 465 2 .22 .04 .32 .00 .25-.40 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .33 .00 .25-.40 .35 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .22 .04 .34 .00 .26-.41 .34-.34 .36 .00  .22 .34 .00 .26-.42 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .22 .04 .32 .00 .25-.40 .32-.32 .35 .00  .22 .32 .00 .25-.40 .35 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .22 .04 .33 .00 .25-.41 .33-.33 .35 .00  .22 .34 .00 .26-.42 .36 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .22 .04 .33 .00 .26-.41 .33-.33 .36 .00  .22 .34 .00 .26-.42 .36 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All 124 3 .39 .06 .56 .00 .47-.66 .56-.56 .61 .00  .39 .56 .00 .47-.66 .61 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 124 3 .39 .06 .58 .00 .48-.68 .58-.58 .63 .00  .39 .58 .00 .48-.68 .63 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 124 3 .39 .06 .56 .00 .47-.66 .56-.56 .61 .00  .39 .56 .00 .47-.66 .61 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 35 1 .31 -- .46 -- .01-.87 ----- .49 --  .31 .46 -- .01-.87 .49 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 124 3 .39 .06 .57 .00 .48-.67 .57-.57 .62 .00  .39 .57 .00 .48-.67 .62 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 124 3 .39 .06 .58 .00 .48-.67 .58-.58 .62 .00  .39 .58 .00 .48-.67 .62 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All 124 3 .39 .06 .56 .00 .47-.66 .56-.56 .61 .00  .39 .56 .00 .47-.66 .61 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 124 3 .39 .06 .58 .00 .48-.68 .58-.58 .63 .00  .39 .58 .00 .48-.68 .63 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 124 3 .39 .06 .56 .00 .47-.66 .56-.56 .61 .00  .39 .56 .00 .47-.66 .61 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 35 1 .31 -- .46 -- .01-.87 ----- .49 --  .31 .46 -- .01-.87 .49 -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 124 3 .39 .06 .57 .00 .48-.67 .57-.57 .62 .00  .39 .57 .00 .48-.67 .62 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 124 3 .39 .06 .58 .00 .48-.67 .58-.58 .62 .00  .39 .58 .00 .48-.67 .62 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A78 
Predictive Validity for Gs and Task Performance 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
          
All 2,815 19 .25 .10 .34 .00 .29-.40 .34-.34 .40 .00  .25 .35 .00 .29-.40 .40 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,219 13 .29 .08 .38 .00 .33-.42 .38-.38 .43 .00  .29 .38 .00 .33-.42 .43 .00 
      Complexity: Low 460 4 .12 .15 .23 .20 -.06-.48 -.03-.49 .25 .22  .13 .25 .25 -.10-.55 .27 .27 
      Sample Type: USES 114 2 .25 .06 .41 .00 .28-.53 .41-.41 .46 .00  .25 .41 .00 .28-.53 .46 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 1,544 5 .27 .04 .35 .00 .29-.40 .35-.35 .42 .00  .27 .35 .00 .29-.40 .42 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,157 12 .23 .13 .31 .10 .21-.40 .18-.43 .33 .10  .23 .31 .10 .21-.40 .33 .10 
      Age: Below 40 263 4 .20 .17 .33 .14 .06-.57 .15-.51 .37 .15  .20 .33 .14 .06-.57 .37 .15 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,169 11 .26 .08 .36 .00 .29-.42 .36-.36 .42 .00  .26 .36 .00 .30-.42 .42 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 646 8 .23 .15 .30 .14 .16-.44 .13-.48 .33 .15  .23 .30 .14 .16-.44 .33 .15 
      Context: Research 2,489 13 .27 .08 .37 .00 .32-.42 .37-.37 .43 .00  .27 .37 .00 .32-.42 .43 .00 
      Context: Admin. 122 2 .16 .31 .29 .47 -.47-.85 -.31-.90 .32 .51  .16 .29 .47 -.47-.85 .32 .51 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,219 13 .29 .08 .38 .00 .33-.42 .38-.38 .43 .00  .29 .38 .00 .33-.42 .43 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .32 .00 .40 .00 .37-.43 .40-.40 .47 .00  .32 .40 .00 .37-.43 .47 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 -.03 -- -.06 -- -.51-.41 ----- -.07 --  -.03 -.06 -- -.51-.41 -.07 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,210 3 .32 .00 .40 .00 .37-.43 .40-.40 .47 .00  .32 .40 .00 .37-.43 .47 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .34 .00 .43 .00 .42-.43 .43-.43 .51 .00  .34 .43 .00 .42-.43 .51 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 69 1 -.03 -- -.06 -- -.51-.41 ----- -.07 --  -.03 -.06 -- -.51-.41 -.07 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,009 10 .25 .09 .34 .00 .26-.42 .34-.34 .37 .00  .25 .34 .00 .26-.42 .37 .00 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 511 4 .23 .10 .32 .00 .18-.46 .32-.32 .35 .00  .23 .32 .00 .18-.46 .35 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 498 6 .26 .09 .36 .00 .26-.46 .36-.36 .39 .00  .26 .37 .00 .26-.46 .39 .00 
                  Context: Research 820 6 .24 .07 .34 .00 .26-.42 .34-.34 .36 .00  .24 .34 .00 .26-.42 .36 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 53 1 .41 -- .56 -- .25-.83 ----- .60 --  .41 .56 -- .25-.83 .60 -- 
      Complexity: Low 460 4 .12 .15 .23 .20 -.06-.48 -.03-.49 .25 .22  .13 .25 .25 -.10-.55 .27 .27 
            Sample Type: USES 57 1 .20 -- .34 -- -.08-.69 ----- .38 --  .20 .34 -- -.08-.69 .38 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 57 1 .20 -- .34 -- -.08-.69 ----- .38 --  .20 .34 -- -.08-.69 .38 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 57 1 .20 -- .34 -- -.08-.69 ----- .38 --  .20 .34 -- -.08-.69 .38 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 57 1 .20 -- .34 -- -.08-.69 ----- .38 --  .20 .34 -- -.08-.69 .38 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 255 1 .10 -- .24 -- -.05-.49 ----- .26 --  .10 .24 -- -.05-.49 .26 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 255 1 .10 -- .24 -- -.05-.49 ----- .26 --  .10 .24 -- -.05-.49 .26 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 255 1 .10 -- .24 -- -.05-.49 ----- .26 --  .10 .24 -- -.05-.49 .26 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 148 2 .12 .32 .17 .40 -.43-.74 -.35-.69 .18 .43  .12 .17 .40 -.43-.74 .18 .43 
                  Age: Below 40 80 1 .33 -- .45 -- .18-.70 ----- .48 --  .33 .45 -- .18-.70 .48 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 148 2 .12 .32 .17 .40 -.43-.74 -.35-.69 .18 .43  .12 .17 .40 -.43-.74 .18 .43 
                  Context: Research 80 1 .33 -- .45 -- .18-.70 ----- .48 --  .33 .45 -- .18-.70 .48 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
     
All 2,817 9 .16 .12 .19 .02 .09-.28 .16-.21 .23 .02  .16 .19 .02 .09-.28 .23 .02 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 121 1 .29 -- .34 -- -.40-1.00 ----- .42 --  .29 .34 -- -.40-1.00 .42 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .12 .13 .14 .09 .00-.27 .03-.25 .16 .10  .12 .14 .09 .00-.27 .16 .10 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .23 .01 .27 .00 .25-.28 .27-.27 .33 .00  .23 .27 .00 .25-.28 .33 .00 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,817 9 .16 .12 .19 .02 .09-.28 .16-.21 .23 .02  .16 .19 .02 .09-.28 .23 .02 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,554 8 .16 .12 .18 .02 .09-.27 .15-.21 .22 .03  .16 .18 .02 .09-.27 .22 .03 
      Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .49 -- .57 -- -.06-1.00 ----- .71 --  .49 .57 -- -.06-1.00 .71 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,817 9 .16 .12 .19 .02 .09-.28 .16-.21 .23 .03  .16 .19 .02 .09-.28 .23 .03 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 121 1 .29 -- .34 -- -.40-1.00 ----- .42 --  .29 .34 -- -.40-1.00 .42 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 121 1 .29 -- .34 -- -.40-1.00 ----- .42 --  .29 .34 -- -.40-1.00 .42 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 121 1 .29 -- .34 -- -.40-1.00 ----- .42 --  .29 .34 -- -.40-1.00 .42 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 121 1 .29 -- .34 -- -.40-1.00 ----- .42 --  .29 .34 -- -.40-1.00 .42 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .12 .13 .14 .09 .00-.27 .03-.25 .16 .10  .12 .14 .09 .00-.27 .16 .10 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,647 5 .12 .13 .14 .09 .00-.27 .03-.25 .16 .10  .12 .14 .09 .00-.27 .16 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,384 4 .11 .12 .13 .09 -.01-.27 .02-.24 .15 .10  .11 .13 .09 -.01-.27 .15 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .49 -- .57 -- -.06-1.00 ----- .68 --  .49 .57 -- -.06-1.00 .68 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,647 5 .12 .13 .14 .09 .00-.27 .03-.25 .16 .10  .12 .14 .09 .00-.27 .16 .10 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .23 .01 .27 .00 .25-.28 .27-.27 .33 .00  .23 .27 .00 .25-.28 .33 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 949 2 .23 .01 .27 .00 .25-.28 .27-.27 .33 .00  .23 .27 .00 .25-.28 .33 .00 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 949 2 .23 .01 .27 .00 .25-.28 .27-.27 .33 .00  .23 .27 .00 .25-.28 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 949 2 .23 .01 .27 .00 .25-.28 .27-.27 .33 .00  .23 .27 .00 .25-.28 .33 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All 2,426 44 .19 .15 .28 .11 .22-.35 .15-.42 .31 .12  .19 .28 .11 .22-.35 .31 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 639 10 .20 .14 .28 .07 .16-.40 .19-.36 .30 .07  .20 .28 .07 .16-.40 .30 .07 
      Complexity: Low 1,720 33 .19 .16 .29 .13 .21-.37 .13-.46 .33 .14  .19 .29 .13 .21-.38 .33 .14 
      Sample Type: USES 1,689 33 .18 .16 .29 .13 .20-.38 .13-.46 .33 .15  .18 .29 .13 .21-.38 .33 .14 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 737 11 .21 .14 .27 .09 .16-.37 .15-.38 .29 .10  .21 .27 .09 .16-.37 .29 .10 
      Age: Below 40 1,641 30 .19 .15 .30 .10 .22-.38 .17-.43 .34 .11  .19 .30 .10 .21-.38 .33 .11 
      Age: 40 and above 200 4 .16 .21 .26 .23 -.07-.55 -.04-.56 .29 .26  .16 .26 .23 -.07-.55 .29 .26 
      Clerical Job: No 1,595 31 .17 .16 .27 .12 .18-.36 .12-.42 .30 .13  .17 .27 .12 .18-.36 .30 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 831 13 .23 .14 .30 .09 .20-.40 .19-.42 .33 .10  .23 .30 .09 .20-.40 .33 .10 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,115 39 .18 .15 .29 .08 .22-.37 .19-.40 .33 .09  .18 .29 .08 .22-.37 .33 .09 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 639 10 .20 .14 .28 .07 .16-.40 .19-.36 .30 .07  .20 .28 .07 .16-.40 .30 .07 
            Sample Type: USES 214 4 .17 .12 .27 .00 .08-.46 .27-.27 .31 .00  .17 .27 .00 .08-.46 .31 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 214 4 .17 .12 .27 .00 .08-.46 .27-.27 .31 .00  .17 .27 .00 .08-.46 .31 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 104 2 .11 .08 .18 .00 -.01-.35 .18-.18 .20 .00  .11 .18 .00 -.01-.35 .20 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 110 2 .23 .16 .36 .13 .02-.65 .20-.53 .41 .14  .23 .36 .13 .02-.65 .41 .14 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 214 4 .17 .12 .27 .00 .08-.46 .27-.27 .31 .00  .17 .27 .00 .08-.46 .31 .00 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Civilian 425 6 .21 .16 .28 .12 .11-.44 .13-.43 .30 .13  .21 .28 .12 .11-.44 .30 .13 
                  Age: Below 40 152 1 .26 -- .34 -- .14-.53 ----- .37 --  .26 .34 -- .14-.53 .37 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 425 6 .21 .16 .28 .12 .11-.44 .13-.43 .30 .13  .21 .28 .12 .11-.44 .30 .13 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 182 2 .26 .01 .35 .00 .33-.36 .35-.35 .37 .00  .26 .35 .00 .33-.36 .37 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,720 33 .19 .16 .29 .13 .21-.37 .13-.46 .33 .14  .19 .29 .13 .21-.38 .33 .14 
            Sample Type: USES 1,475 29 .18 .17 .29 .15 .19-.38 .10-.48 .33 .16  .18 .30 .14 .20-.39 .33 .16 
                  Age: Below 40 1,275 25 .18 .17 .30 .14 .19-.39 .12-.47 .33 .16  .19 .30 .14 .20-.40 .34 .15 
                  Age: 40 and above 200 4 .16 .21 .26 .24 -.07-.55 -.05-.57 .29 .27  .16 .26 .24 -.07-.55 .29 .27 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,424 28 .17 .17 .28 .14 .18-.37 .10-.45 .31 .16  .18 .28 .14 .19-.38 .32 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 51 1 .41 -- .61 -- .28-.84 ----- .68 --  .41 .61 -- .28-.84 .68 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,475 29 .18 .17 .29 .15 .19-.38 .10-.48 .33 .16  .18 .29 .15 .20-.38 .33 .16 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 245 4 .23 .14 .30 .05 .13-.48 .23-.37 .33 .06  .23 .30 .05 .13-.48 .33 .06 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 245 4 .23 .14 .30 .05 .13-.48 .23-.37 .33 .06  .23 .30 .05 .13-.48 .33 .06 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 177 3 .17 .10 .22 .00 .08-.37 .22-.22 .24 .00  .17 .22 .00 .08-.37 .24 .00 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 31,656 363 .19 .11 .33 .00 .31-.35 .33-.33 .36 .00  .19 .33 .00 .31-.35 .37 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,980 42 .19 .11 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 .40 .00  .19 .36 .00 .30-.41 .40 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 16,780 157 .18 .11 .32 .00 .29-.35 .32-.32 .36 .00  .18 .32 .00 .29-.35 .35 .00 
      Complexity: Low 9,692 141 .20 .13 .36 .00 .32-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .20 .37 .00 .33-.40 .41 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 24,352 296 .20 .11 .36 .00 .34-.39 .36-.36 .41 .00  .20 .37 .00 .35-.39 .42 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 443 1 .03 -- .09 -- -.16-.32 ----- .09 --  .03 .09 -- -.16-.32 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 6,861 66 .15 .11 .22 .04 .18-.27 .18-.27 .24 .04  .15 .22 .04 .18-.27 .24 .04 
      Age: Below 40 24,692 279 .18 .11 .33 .00 .31-.36 .33-.33 .37 .00  .19 .34 .00 .31-.37 .38 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 2,922 38 .23 .10 .41 .00 .35-.46 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .42 .00 .36-.47 .47 .00 
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      Clerical Job: No 23,528 288 .19 .12 .35 .00 .32-.37 .35-.35 .39 .00  .19 .35 .00 .33-.38 .39 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 8,128 75 .17 .10 .27 .00 .23-.30 .27-.27 .30 .00  .17 .27 .00 .23-.30 .29 .00 
      Context: Research 26,634 299 .19 .11 .33 .00 .31-.36 .33-.33 .37 .00  .19 .33 .00 .31-.36 .37 .00 
      Context: Admin. 106 1 .14 -- .27 -- -.10-.58 ----- .30 --  .14 .27 -- -.10-.58 .30 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,980 42 .19 .11 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 .40 .00  .19 .36 .00 .30-.41 .40 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .19 .10 .37 .00 .31-.43 .37-.37 .42 .00  .20 .37 .00 .31-.43 .42 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .18 .11 .34 .00 .27-.41 .34-.34 .38 .00  .18 .34 .00 .27-.41 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .25 .07 .46 .00 .39-.53 .46-.46 .52 .00  .25 .46 .00 .39-.54 .52 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .19 .10 .37 .00 .31-.43 .37-.37 .42 .00  .20 .37 .00 .31-.43 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .20 .11 .38 .00 .32-.45 .38-.38 .43 .00  .20 .39 .00 .32-.45 .43 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .14 -- .27 -- -.10-.58 ----- .30 --  .14 .27 -- -.10-.58 .30 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 136 2 .01 .03 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02-.02 .02 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 136 2 .01 .03 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02-.02 .02 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 136 2 .01 .03 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02-.02 .02 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 16,780 157 .18 .11 .32 .00 .29-.35 .32-.32 .36 .00  .18 .32 .00 .29-.35 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 12,092 118 .20 .10 .36 .00 .33-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .20 .36 .00 .32-.39 .40 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 10,742 103 .19 .10 .35 .00 .32-.38 .35-.35 .40 .00  .19 .34 .00 .31-.38 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .23 .11 .41 .00 .32-.50 .41-.41 .47 .00  .24 .43 .00 .33-.52 .48 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,158 95 .20 .11 .36 .00 .33-.40 .36-.36 .41 .00  .20 .36 .00 .32-.40 .41 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .19 .08 .34 .00 .29-.40 .34-.34 .39 .00  .19 .34 .00 .28-.40 .38 .00 
                  Context: Research 11,437 108 .20 .10 .36 .00 .33-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .19 .35 .00 .32-.39 .40 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,245 38 .16 .11 .24 .00 .19-.30 .24-.24 .26 .00  .16 .25 .01 .19-.30 .26 .01 
                  Age: Below 40 2,309 14 .11 .08 .18 .00 .11-.24 .18-.18 .19 .00  .11 .18 .00 .11-.24 .19 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,770 14 .13 .12 .20 .09 .11-.30 .08-.32 .22 .10  .13 .21 .10 .10-.31 .22 .11 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,475 24 .18 .11 .27 .00 .20-.33 .27-.27 .29 .00  .18 .28 .00 .21-.35 .30 .00 
                  Context: Research 3,074 20 .13 .10 .21 .02 .14-.27 .18-.23 .22 .02  .13 .21 .03 .14-.28 .22 .03 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,692 141 .20 .13 .36 .00 .32-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .20 .37 .00 .33-.40 .41 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,206 134 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .41 .00  .21 .38 .00 .34-.42 .43 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,478 122 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .41 .00  .21 .38 .00 .34-.42 .43 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .21 .13 .37 .00 .25-.49 .37-.37 .42 .00  .21 .37 .00 .25-.49 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,426 128 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .42 .00  .21 .38 .00 .34-.42 .43 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .19 .11 .34 .06 .19-.48 .27-.41 .38 .06  .19 .34 .07 .17-.49 .38 .08 
                  Context: Research 8,200 124 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .41 .00  .21 .37 .00 .33-.41 .42 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 486 7 .13 .09 .20 .00 .10-.30 .20-.20 .21 .00  .13 .20 .00 .10-.30 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 308 5 .11 .10 .17 .00 .04-.30 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .04-.30 .18 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 145 2 .16 .08 .24 .00 .08-.40 .24-.24 .26 .00  .16 .24 .00 .08-.40 .26 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 341 5 .12 .10 .18 .00 .05-.31 .18-.18 .19 .00  .12 .18 .00 .05-.31 .19 .00 
                  Context: Research 384 6 .11 .09 .17 .00 .06-.27 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .06-.27 .18 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 31,656 363 .19 .11 .33 .00 .31-.35 .33-.33 .36 .00  .19 .33 .00 .31-.35 .37 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,980 42 .19 .11 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 .40 .00  .19 .36 .00 .30-.41 .40 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 16,780 157 .18 .11 .32 .00 .29-.35 .32-.32 .36 .00  .18 .32 .00 .29-.35 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Low 9,692 141 .20 .13 .36 .00 .32-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .20 .37 .00 .33-.40 .41 .00 
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      Sample Type: USES 24,352 296 .20 .11 .36 .00 .34-.39 .36-.36 .41 .00  .20 .37 .00 .35-.39 .42 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 443 1 .03 -- .09 -- -.16-.32 ----- .09 --  .03 .09 -- -.16-.32 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 6,861 66 .15 .11 .22 .02 .18-.27 .19-.25 .24 .03  .15 .23 .03 .18-.27 .24 .03 
      Age: Below 40 24,692 279 .18 .11 .33 .00 .31-.36 .33-.33 .37 .00  .19 .34 .00 .31-.37 .38 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 2,922 38 .23 .10 .41 .00 .35-.46 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .42 .00 .36-.47 .47 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 23,528 288 .19 .12 .35 .00 .32-.37 .35-.35 .39 .00  .19 .35 .00 .33-.38 .39 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 8,128 75 .17 .10 .27 .00 .23-.30 .27-.27 .29 .00  .17 .27 .00 .23-.30 .29 .00 
      Context: Research 26,634 299 .19 .11 .33 .00 .31-.36 .33-.33 .37 .00  .19 .34 .00 .31-.36 .37 .00 
      Context: Admin. 106 1 .14 -- .27 -- -.10-.58 ----- .30 --  .14 .27 -- -.10-.58 .30 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,980 42 .19 .11 .36 .00 .30-.41 .36-.36 .40 .00  .19 .36 .00 .30-.41 .40 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .19 .10 .37 .00 .31-.43 .37-.37 .42 .00  .20 .37 .00 .31-.43 .42 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .18 .11 .34 .00 .27-.41 .34-.34 .38 .00  .18 .34 .00 .27-.41 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .25 .07 .46 .00 .39-.53 .46-.46 .52 .00  .25 .46 .00 .39-.54 .52 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .19 .10 .37 .00 .31-.43 .37-.37 .42 .00  .20 .37 .00 .31-.43 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .20 .11 .38 .00 .32-.45 .38-.38 .43 .00  .20 .39 .00 .32-.45 .43 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .14 -- .27 -- -.10-.58 ----- .30 --  .14 .27 -- -.10-.58 .30 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 136 2 .01 .03 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02-.02 .02 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 136 2 .01 .03 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02-.02 .02 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 136 2 .01 .03 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02-.02 .02 .00  .01 .02 .00 -.05-.10 .02 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 16,780 157 .18 .11 .32 .00 .29-.35 .32-.32 .36 .00  .18 .32 .00 .29-.35 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 12,092 118 .20 .10 .36 .00 .33-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .20 .36 .00 .32-.39 .40 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 10,742 103 .19 .10 .35 .00 .32-.38 .35-.35 .40 .00  .19 .34 .00 .31-.38 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .23 .11 .41 .00 .32-.50 .41-.41 .47 .00  .24 .43 .00 .33-.52 .48 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,158 95 .20 .11 .36 .00 .33-.40 .36-.36 .41 .00  .20 .36 .00 .32-.40 .41 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .19 .08 .34 .00 .29-.40 .34-.34 .39 .00  .19 .34 .00 .28-.40 .38 .00 
                  Context: Research 11,437 108 .20 .10 .36 .00 .33-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .19 .35 .00 .32-.39 .40 .00 
  890 
 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 443 1 .03 -- .08 -- -.14-.28 ----- .08 --  .03 .08 -- -.14-.28 .08 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,245 38 .16 .11 .24 .00 .19-.30 .24-.24 .26 .00  .16 .25 .00 .19-.30 .27 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,309 14 .11 .08 .18 .00 .11-.24 .18-.18 .19 .00  .11 .18 .00 .11-.24 .19 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,770 14 .14 .12 .22 .09 .12-.31 .11-.32 .23 .09  .14 .22 .10 .11-.32 .23 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,475 24 .17 .11 .27 .00 .20-.33 .27-.27 .28 .00  .18 .28 .00 .21-.35 .30 .00 
                  Context: Research 3,074 20 .14 .09 .21 .00 .15-.27 .21-.21 .23 .00  .14 .21 .00 .14-.28 .23 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,692 141 .20 .13 .36 .00 .32-.39 .36-.36 .40 .00  .20 .37 .00 .33-.40 .41 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,206 134 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .41 .00  .21 .38 .00 .34-.42 .43 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,478 122 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .41 .00  .21 .38 .00 .34-.42 .43 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .21 .13 .37 .00 .25-.49 .37-.37 .42 .00  .21 .37 .00 .25-.49 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,426 128 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .42 .00  .21 .38 .00 .34-.42 .43 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .19 .11 .34 .06 .19-.48 .27-.41 .38 .06  .19 .34 .07 .17-.49 .38 .08 
                  Context: Research 8,200 124 .20 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .41 .00  .21 .37 .00 .33-.41 .42 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 486 7 .13 .09 .20 .00 .10-.30 .20-.20 .21 .00  .13 .20 .00 .10-.30 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 308 5 .11 .10 .17 .00 .04-.30 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .04-.30 .18 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 145 2 .16 .08 .24 .00 .08-.40 .24-.24 .26 .00  .16 .24 .00 .08-.40 .26 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 341 5 .12 .10 .18 .00 .05-.31 .18-.18 .19 .00  .12 .18 .00 .05-.31 .19 .00 
                  Context: Research 384 6 .11 .09 .17 .00 .06-.27 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .06-.27 .18 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
     
All 2,213 26 .18 .15 .26 .13 .18-.35 .10-.43 .28 .14  .18 .27 .13 .18-.35 .29 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 989 15 .21 .15 .32 .04 .20-.43 .26-.37 .34 .04  .21 .32 .04 .20-.43 .34 .04 
      Complexity: Low 178 2 .14 .08 .22 .00 .06-.37 .22-.22 .23 .00  .14 .21 .00 .05-.37 .23 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,213 26 .18 .15 .26 .13 .18-.35 .10-.43 .28 .14  .18 .26 .13 .18-.35 .28 .14 
      Age: Below 40 34 1 -.16 -- -.24 -- -.70-.25 ----- -.25 --  -.16 -.24 -- -.70-.25 -.25 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 840 10 .18 .14 .27 .10 .13-.40 .14-.39 .29 .11  .19 .28 .10 .14-.41 .30 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,373 16 .18 .16 .26 .15 .15-.37 .07-.45 .28 .16  .18 .26 .15 .15-.37 .28 .16 
      Context: Research 664 6 .15 .14 .23 .12 .06-.40 .08-.38 .25 .13  .16 .24 .12 .06-.41 .26 .13 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All 1,276 14 .16 .09 .23 .00 .16-.30 .23-.23 .25 .00  .16 .23 .00 .16-.31 .25 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 .15 -- .25 -- -.15-.62 ----- .27 --  .15 .25 -- -.15-.62 .27 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 107 3 .27 .10 .41 .00 .24-.58 .41-.41 .44 .00  .27 .41 .00 .24-.58 .44 .00 
      Complexity: Low 178 2 .19 .07 .28 .00 .15-.42 .28-.28 .30 .00  .19 .28 .00 .14-.42 .30 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,276 14 .16 .09 .23 .00 .16-.30 .23-.23 .25 .00  .16 .23 .00 .16-.30 .25 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 141 2 .14 .01 .22 .00 .19-.24 .22-.22 .23 .00  .14 .22 .00 .19-.24 .23 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,135 12 .16 .10 .23 .00 .15-.31 .23-.23 .25 .00  .16 .23 .00 .15-.31 .25 .00 
      Context: Research 141 2 .14 .01 .22 .00 .20-.24 .22-.22 .23 .00  .14 .22 .00 .20-.24 .23 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
    
All 923 10 .18 .16 .27 .16 .12-.42 .06-.48 .29 .18  .19 .27 .16 .13-.42 .29 .18 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 71 1 .15 -- .25 -- -.14-.61 ----- .27 --  .15 .25 -- -.14-.61 .27 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 554 7 .26 .16 .40 .09 .22-.57 .28-.51 .43 .10  .26 .40 .09 .22-.57 .43 .10 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 923 10 .18 .16 .27 .16 .12-.42 .06-.48 .29 .18  .18 .27 .16 .12-.42 .29 .18 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 247 5 .23 .25 .35 .28 .02-.66 -.01-.71 .38 .30  .23 .35 .28 .02-.66 .38 .30 
      Clerical Job: Yes 676 5 .17 .13 .24 .11 .08-.40 .09-.39 .26 .12  .17 .24 .11 .08-.41 .26 .12 
      Context: Research 449 4 .24 .06 .36 .00 .28-.44 .36-.36 .39 .00  .24 .36 .00 .28-.44 .39 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All 843 5 .18 .14 .27 .14 .09-.44 .09-.45 .29 .15  .20 .29 .12 .12-.46 .31 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 843 5 .18 .14 .28 .13 .10-.46 .12-.45 .30 .14  .19 .29 .13 .10-.46 .31 .14 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 843 5 .18 .14 .27 .14 .09-.44 .09-.45 .29 .15  .19 .28 .14 .10-.45 .30 .15 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .09 .10 .14 .11 -.08-.35 .00-.27 .14 .11  .10 .15 .10 -.07-.37 .16 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .30 .06 .43 .00 .34-.53 .43-.43 .46 .00  .30 .43 .00 .34-.53 .46 .00 
      Context: Research 843 5 .18 .14 .28 .12 .10-.46 .12-.44 .30 .13  .19 .29 .11 .12-.47 .31 .11 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
       
All 843 5 .18 .14 .27 .14 .09-.44 .09-.45 .29 .15  .20 .29 .12 .12-.46 .31 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 843 5 .18 .14 .28 .13 .10-.46 .12-.45 .30 .14  .19 .29 .13 .10-.46 .31 .14 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 843 5 .18 .14 .27 .14 .09-.44 .09-.45 .29 .15  .19 .28 .14 .10-.45 .30 .15 
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      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .09 .10 .14 .11 -.08-.35 .00-.27 .14 .11  .10 .15 .10 -.07-.37 .16 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .30 .06 .43 .00 .34-.53 .43-.43 .46 .00  .30 .43 .00 .34-.53 .46 .00 
      Context: Research 843 5 .18 .14 .28 .12 .10-.46 .12-.44 .30 .13  .19 .29 .11 .12-.47 .31 .11 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
          
All 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .40 -.53-.53 -.52-.51 .00 .44  .03 .08 .40 -.49-.60 .09 .43 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 443 1 -.08 -- -.20 -- -.41-.03 ----- -.22 --  -.08 -.20 -- -.45-.08 -.22 -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .14 -- .38 -- .06-.63 ----- .42 --  .14 .38 -- -.17-.74 .42 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .40 -.53-.53 -.52-.51 .00 .44  .00 .00 .40 -.53-.53 .00 .44 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 443 1 -.08 -- -.23 -- -.46-.03 ----- -.25 --  -.08 -.23 -- -.66-.32 -.25 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .41 -.54-.53 -.53-.52 .00 .44  .03 .08 .40 -.49-.60 .09 .44 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .41 -.54-.53 -.53-.52 .00 .44  .03 .08 .41 -.49-.60 .09 .44 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .40 -.53-.53 -.52-.51 .00 .44  .03 .08 .40 -.49-.60 .09 .43 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 443 1 -.08 -- -.20 -- -.41-.03 ----- -.22 --  -.08 -.20 -- -.45-.08 -.22 -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .14 -- .38 -- .06-.63 ----- .42 --  .14 .38 -- -.17-.74 .42 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .40 -.53-.53 -.52-.51 .00 .44  .00 .00 .40 -.53-.53 .00 .44 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: Below 40 443 1 -.08 -- -.23 -- -.46-.03 ----- -.25 --  -.08 -.23 -- -.66-.32 -.25 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .41 -.54-.53 -.53-.52 .00 .44  .03 .08 .40 -.49-.60 .09 .44 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 698 2 .00 .15 .00 .41 -.54-.53 -.53-.52 .00 .44  .03 .08 .41 -.49-.60 .09 .44 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .01-.60 .37 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .14 -- .35 -- .04-.59 ----- .38 --  .14 .35 -- -.17-.70 .38 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .04-.58 .37 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .01-.60 .37 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .03-.59 .37 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .01-.60 .37 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low 255 1 .14 -- .35 -- .04-.59 ----- .38 --  .14 .35 -- -.17-.70 .38 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .04-.58 .37 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .01-.60 .37 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .14 -- .34 -- .04-.58 ----- .37 --  .14 .34 -- .03-.59 .37 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
           
All 50 1 .33 -- .44 -- .11-.70 ----- .49 --  .33 .44 -- .11-.70 .49 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 50 1 .33 -- .43 -- .11-.70 ----- .49 --  .33 .43 -- .11-.70 .49 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 50 1 .33 -- .44 -- .11-.70 ----- .49 --  .33 .44 -- .11-.70 .49 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 50 1 .33 -- .44 -- .11-.70 ----- .49 --  .33 .44 -- .11-.70 .49 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 50 1 .33 -- .44 -- .11-.70 ----- .50 --  .33 .44 -- .11-.70 .50 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A79 
Predictive Validity of Gs and Overall Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
           
All 28,326 310 .20 .12 .30 .00 .27-.32 .30-.30 .33 .00  .20 .30 .00 .28-.33 .33 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,264 24 .22 .13 .38 .00 .29-.46 .38-.38 .41 .00  .22 .38 .00 .29-.46 .41 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 14,057 115 .18 .11 .28 .00 .24-.32 .28-.28 .31 .00  .19 .28 .00 .24-.32 .31 .00 
      Complexity: Low 5,859 99 .23 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .41 .00  .23 .38 .00 .33-.42 .41 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 4,931 91 .23 .15 .42 .06 .37-.47 .35-.49 .47 .06  .23 .42 .05 .37-.47 .47 .05 
      Sample Type: Military 5,606 9 .13 .04 .19 .00 .14-.24 .19-.19 .23 .00  .13 .19 .00 .14-.24 .23 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 17,789 210 .21 .12 .30 .00 .28-.33 .30-.30 .32 .00  .21 .31 .00 .28-.33 .33 .00 
      Age: Below 40 6,076 93 .22 .14 .37 .00 .32-.42 .37-.37 .41 .00  .23 .38 .00 .33-.44 .43 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 867 12 .25 .15 .44 .09 .29-.57 .32-.56 .49 .11  .25 .44 .09 .29-.57 .49 .11 
      Clerical Job: No 18,413 183 .18 .12 .29 .00 .25-.32 .29-.29 .32 .00  .18 .29 .00 .25-.33 .32 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 9,913 127 .22 .11 .32 .00 .29-.35 .32-.32 .35 .00  .23 .33 .00 .30-.35 .35 .00 
      Context: Research 8,681 117 .22 .13 .37 .00 .33-.42 .37-.37 .41 .00  .22 .38 .00 .33-.42 .42 .00 
      Context: Admin. 5,651 8 .13 .04 .18 .00 .13-.23 .18-.18 .22 .00  .13 .18 .00 .13-.23 .22 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 1,264 24 .22 .13 .38 .00 .29-.46 .38-.38 .41 .00  .22 .38 .00 .29-.46 .41 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .24 .14 .46 .00 .29-.60 .46-.46 .51 .00  .26 .49 .00 .32-.63 .55 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .24 .14 .46 .00 .29-.60 .46-.46 .51 .00  .26 .49 .00 .33-.63 .55 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .20 .11 .38 .00 .21-.53 .38-.38 .42 .00  .21 .40 .00 .22-.55 .45 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .40 .01 .69 .00 .68-.70 .69-.69 .78 .00  .40 .69 .00 .68-.70 .78 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .27 .13 .49 .00 .30-.66 .49-.49 .55 .00  .29 .53 .00 .35-.68 .60 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 828 16 .20 .14 .34 .00 .23-.45 .34-.34 .37 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.45 .37 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 385 3 .24 .14 .39 .13 .13-.63 .23-.56 .42 .14  .24 .39 .13 .13-.63 .42 .14 
  898 
 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 828 16 .20 .14 .34 .00 .23-.45 .34-.34 .37 .00  .20 .34 .00 .23-.45 .37 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 266 2 .30 .10 .49 .00 .27-.69 .49-.49 .53 .00  .30 .49 .00 .27-.69 .53 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 119 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.15-.44 ----- .16 --  .09 .15 -- -.15-.44 .16 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 14,057 115 .18 .11 .28 .00 .24-.32 .28-.28 .31 .00  .19 .28 .00 .24-.32 .31 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 1,185 25 .20 .19 .37 .18 .24-.49 .14-.60 .42 .20  .20 .37 .18 .24-.49 .42 .20 
                  Age: Below 40 1,118 24 .20 .19 .37 .19 .24-.50 .13-.62 .42 .22  .20 .37 .19 .24-.50 .42 .22 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .19 -- .35 -- -.08-.70 ----- .39 --  .19 .35 -- -.08-.70 .39 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,103 23 .21 .19 .38 .19 .25-.51 .14-.63 .43 .21  .21 .38 .19 .25-.51 .43 .21 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .11 .08 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .20-.20 .22 .00  .11 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .22 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,068 23 .23 .18 .41 .15 .28-.53 .21-.60 .46 .17  .23 .41 .15 .28-.53 .46 .17 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,458 7 .13 .04 .18 .00 .13-.23 .18-.18 .22 .00  .13 .18 .00 .13-.23 .22 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,427 6 .13 .03 .18 .00 .14-.23 .18-.18 .22 .00  .13 .18 .00 .14-.23 .22 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 -.15 -- -.34 -- -.84-.44 ----- -.37 --  -.15 -.34 -- -.84-.44 -.37 -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 .23 -- .49 -- .15-.73 ----- .53 --  .23 .49 -- .15-.73 .53 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .13 .03 .18 .00 .14-.22 .18-.18 .21 .00  .13 .18 .00 .14-.22 .21 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 7,415 83 .22 .13 .34 .00 .30-.38 .34-.34 .36 .00  .23 .35 .00 .30-.39 .37 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 541 2 .17 .07 .26 .00 .11-.40 .26-.26 .27 .00  .17 .26 .00 .10-.42 .28 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 35 1 .47 -- .68 -- .30-1.00 ----- .73 --  .47 .68 -- .30-1.00 .73 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 4,063 38 .21 .13 .31 .05 .25-.38 .25-.38 .34 .05  .21 .32 .05 .26-.38 .34 .05 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 3,352 45 .24 .12 .37 .00 .31-.42 .37-.37 .39 .00  .25 .38 .00 .32-.43 .41 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,165 16 .21 .11 .32 .00 .24-.39 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .32 .00 .24-.40 .35 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .22 .29 .34 .35 -.29-.88 -.11-.78 .36 .37  .22 .34 .35 -.29-.88 .36 .37 
      Complexity: Low 5,859 99 .23 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .41 .00  .23 .38 .00 .33-.42 .41 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 3,013 51 .23 .14 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .41 .00 .35-.47 .46 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,301 42 .23 .13 .41 .00 .34-.47 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .41 .00 .34-.48 .46 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 712 9 .24 .16 .43 .16 .25-.59 .23-.63 .48 .18  .24 .43 .16 .24-.59 .48 .18 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,013 51 .23 .14 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .41 .00 .35-.47 .46 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,906 49 .23 .14 .42 .00 .35-.48 .42-.42 .47 .00  .23 .42 .00 .35-.48 .47 .00 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,846 48 .23 .13 .34 .00 .28-.39 .34-.34 .36 .00  .23 .34 .00 .28-.39 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .29 .10 .43 .00 .27-.59 .43-.43 .46 .00  .29 .43 .00 .27-.59 .46 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 53 1 .31 -- .46 -- .10-.79 ----- .49 --  .31 .46 -- .10-.79 .49 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,021 15 .20 .15 .29 .07 .18-.40 .21-.38 .31 .07  .20 .30 .06 .19-.40 .32 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,825 33 .24 .12 .36 .00 .30-.42 .36-.36 .38 .00  .24 .36 .00 .30-.43 .39 .00 
                  Context: Research 360 5 .26 .11 .38 .00 .24-.52 .38-.38 .41 .00  .26 .38 .00 .24-.52 .41 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All 3,365 30 .15 .11 .23 .06 .15-.30 .16-.30 .24 .06  .15 .23 .06 .15-.31 .25 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 119 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.15-.44 ----- .16 --  .09 .15 -- -.15-.44 .16 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,607 13 .15 .12 .24 .09 .13-.34 .12-.35 .25 .10  .15 .24 .11 .12-.35 .26 .12 
      Complexity: Low 196 4 .27 .16 .40 .00 .17-.62 .40-.40 .43 .00  .27 .40 .00 .17-.62 .43 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 173 3 -.02 .14 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.15-.05 -.05 .09  -.02 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.05 .09 
      Sample Type: Military 128 1 .23 -- .54 -- .17-.77 ----- .58 --  .23 .54 -- .17-.77 .58 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,064 26 .16 .10 .23 .02 .16-.30 .20-.26 .25 .03  .16 .23 .03 .16-.31 .25 .04 
      Age: Below 40 1,530 9 .13 .09 .19 .00 .07-.30 .19-.19 .20 .00  .11 .16 .00 .01-.30 .17 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 88 2 .44 .02 .63 .00 .60-.66 .63-.63 .68 .00  .44 .63 .00 .60-.66 .68 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 2,276 19 .14 .10 .22 .00 .13-.31 .22-.22 .24 .00  .14 .22 .02 .12-.32 .24 .03 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,089 11 .17 .13 .24 .09 .13-.35 .13-.35 .26 .10  .17 .25 .10 .13-.36 .26 .10 
      Context: Research 2,033 16 .15 .11 .24 .03 .13-.34 .20-.28 .26 .04  .15 .24 .05 .13-.35 .26 .06 
      Context: Admin. 196 3 .14 .18 .22 .18 -.09-.51 -.01-.44 .23 .19  .14 .22 .18 -.09-.51 .23 .19 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 119 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.15-.44 ----- .16 --  .09 .15 -- -.15-.44 .16 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 119 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.15-.44 ----- .16 --  .09 .15 -- -.15-.44 .16 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 119 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.15-.44 ----- .16 --  .09 .15 -- -.15-.44 .16 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 119 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.15-.44 ----- .16 --  .09 .15 -- -.15-.44 .16 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 119 1 .09 -- .15 -- -.15-.44 ----- .16 --  .09 .15 -- -.15-.44 .16 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,607 13 .15 .12 .24 .09 .13-.34 .12-.35 .25 .10  .15 .24 .11 .12-.35 .26 .12 
            Sample Type: USES 173 3 -.02 .14 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.14-.05 -.05 .09  -.02 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.05 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 173 3 -.02 .14 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.14-.05 -.05 .09  -.02 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.05 .09 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 173 3 -.02 .14 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.14-.05 -.05 .09  -.02 -.05 .08 -.34-.25 -.05 .09 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 118 2 -.01 .19 -.02 .27 -.49-.46 -.36-.32 -.03 .30  -.01 -.02 .27 -.49-.46 -.03 .30 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 128 1 .23 -- .49 -- .15-.73 ----- .53 --  .23 .49 -- .15-.73 .53 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 128 1 .23 -- .49 -- .15-.73 ----- .53 --  .23 .49 -- .15-.73 .53 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 .23 -- .49 -- .15-.73 ----- .53 --  .23 .49 -- .15-.73 .53 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,306 9 .16 .11 .25 .04 .14-.35 .19-.30 .26 .05  .17 .25 .07 .13-.38 .27 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 471 1 .15 -- .23 -- .09-.36 ----- .24 --  .15 .23 -- .07-.38 .24 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 35 1 .46 -- .67 -- .28-.99 ----- .72 --  .46 .67 -- .28-.99 .72 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 645 4 .18 .10 .28 .00 .13-.43 .28-.28 .30 .00  .20 .31 .00 .13-.47 .33 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 661 5 .14 .13 .21 .11 .04-.38 .07-.35 .23 .12  .14 .22 .13 .02-.41 .23 .14 
                  Context: Research 593 3 .17 .09 .26 .00 .11-.41 .26-.26 .28 .00  .18 .27 .00 .09-.45 .29 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .22 .29 .34 .35 -.29-.88 -.11-.78 .36 .37  .22 .34 .35 -.29-.88 .36 .37 
      Complexity: Low 196 4 .27 .16 .40 .00 .17-.62 .40-.40 .43 .00  .27 .40 .00 .17-.62 .43 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 196 4 .27 .16 .40 .00 .17-.62 .40-.40 .43 .00  .27 .40 .00 .17-.62 .43 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 53 1 .43 -- .63 -- .31-.91 ----- .67 --  .43 .63 -- .31-.91 .67 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 76 1 .11 -- .16 -- -.18-.49 ----- .17 --  .11 .16 -- -.18-.49 .17 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 120 3 .37 .07 .55 .00 .44-.65 .55-.55 .58 .00  .37 .55 .00 .44-.65 .58 .00 
                  Context: Research 129 2 .24 .23 .36 .25 -.11-.79 .03-.68 .38 .27  .24 .36 .25 -.11-.79 .38 .27 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
        
All 21,567 227 .20 .11 .31 .00 .28-.34 .31-.31 .34 .00  .20 .31 .00 .28-.34 .34 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,069 19 .24 .13 .43 .00 .33-.51 .43-.43 .46 .00  .24 .43 .00 .33-.51 .46 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 11,864 87 .19 .10 .28 .00 .24-.32 .28-.28 .31 .00  .19 .28 .00 .24-.32 .31 .00 
      Complexity: Low 5,077 83 .23 .13 .38 .00 .33-.42 .38-.38 .42 .00  .23 .38 .00 .34-.43 .42 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 4,758 88 .24 .15 .43 .00 .38-.48 .43-.43 .49 .00  .24 .44 .00 .39-.49 .49 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 5,478 8 .13 .04 .18 .00 .13-.23 .18-.18 .22 .00  .13 .18 .00 .13-.23 .22 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 11,331 131 .22 .12 .31 .00 .29-.34 .31-.31 .34 .00  .22 .32 .00 .29-.35 .34 .00 
      Age: Below 40 4,546 84 .25 .14 .44 .00 .39-.48 .44-.44 .49 .00  .25 .44 .00 .39-.49 .49 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 867 12 .24 .15 .42 .10 .28-.56 .30-.55 .48 .11  .24 .42 .10 .28-.56 .48 .11 
      Clerical Job: No 15,191 154 .19 .12 .30 .00 .26-.34 .30-.30 .34 .00  .19 .30 .00 .27-.34 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 6,376 73 .22 .10 .32 .00 .29-.35 .32-.32 .34 .00  .22 .33 .00 .29-.36 .35 .00 
      Context: Research 6,736 103 .24 .13 .42 .00 .37-.46 .42-.42 .46 .00  .25 .42 .00 .38-.46 .46 .00 
      Context: Admin. 5,455 5 .13 .03 .18 .00 .14-.23 .18-.18 .22 .00  .13 .18 .00 .14-.23 .22 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 1,069 19 .24 .13 .43 .00 .33-.51 .43-.43 .46 .00  .24 .43 .00 .33-.51 .46 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .24 .14 .46 .00 .29-.60 .46-.46 .51 .00  .26 .49 .00 .32-.63 .55 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .24 .14 .46 .00 .29-.60 .46-.46 .51 .00  .26 .49 .00 .33-.63 .55 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .20 .11 .38 .00 .21-.53 .38-.38 .42 .00  .21 .40 .00 .22-.55 .45 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .40 .01 .69 .00 .68-.70 .69-.69 .78 .00  .40 .69 .00 .68-.70 .78 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .27 .13 .49 .00 .30-.66 .49-.49 .55 .00  .29 .53 .00 .35-.68 .60 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 633 11 .24 .12 .40 .00 .29-.52 .40-.40 .43 .00  .24 .40 .00 .29-.52 .43 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 266 2 .30 .10 .49 .00 .27-.69 .49-.49 .53 .00  .30 .49 .00 .27-.69 .53 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 633 11 .24 .12 .40 .00 .29-.52 .40-.40 .43 .00  .24 .40 .00 .29-.52 .43 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 266 2 .30 .10 .49 .00 .27-.69 .49-.49 .53 .00  .30 .49 .00 .27-.69 .53 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 11,864 87 .19 .10 .28 .00 .24-.32 .28-.28 .31 .00  .19 .28 .00 .24-.32 .31 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES 1,012 22 .24 .17 .44 .08 .32-.54 .34-.54 .49 .09  .24 .44 .08 .32-.54 .49 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 945 21 .25 .17 .44 .10 .32-.56 .32-.57 .50 .11  .25 .44 .10 .32-.56 .50 .11 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .19 -- .35 -- -.08-.70 ----- .39 --  .19 .35 -- -.08-.70 .39 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 930 20 .26 .17 .45 .08 .33-.57 .35-.56 .51 .09  .26 .45 .08 .33-.57 .51 .09 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .11 .08 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .20-.20 .22 .00  .11 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .22 .00 
                  Context: Research 950 21 .26 .17 .46 .05 .34-.56 .39-.52 .51 .05  .26 .46 .05 .34-.56 .51 .05 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,330 6 .13 .04 .17 .00 .13-.22 .17-.17 .21 .00  .13 .17 .00 .13-.22 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,299 5 .13 .03 .18 .00 .13-.22 .18-.18 .21 .00  .13 .18 .00 .13-.22 .21 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 -.15 -- -.34 -- -.84-.44 ----- -.37 --  -.15 -.34 -- -.84-.44 -.37 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .13 .03 .18 .00 .14-.22 .18-.18 .21 .00  .13 .18 .00 .14-.22 .21 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 5,523 59 .23 .13 .35 .00 .30-.40 .35-.35 .38 .00  .23 .35 .00 .31-.40 .38 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 70 1 .29 -- .44 -- .12-.74 ----- .48 --  .29 .44 -- .12-.74 .48 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 35 1 .48 -- .70 -- .32-1.00 ----- .75 --  .48 .70 -- .32-1.00 .75 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,221 32 .22 .14 .33 .07 .26-.40 .24-.42 .35 .08  .22 .33 .07 .26-.40 .35 .08 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,302 27 .25 .11 .38 .00 .32-.44 .38-.38 .41 .00  .26 .40 .00 .33-.46 .43 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,607 14 .23 .12 .34 .00 .25-.43 .34-.34 .37 .00  .23 .34 .00 .25-.43 .37 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 5,077 83 .23 .13 .38 .00 .33-.42 .38-.38 .42 .00  .23 .38 .00 .34-.43 .42 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 3,013 51 .23 .14 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .41 .00 .35-.47 .46 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,301 42 .23 .13 .41 .00 .34-.47 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .41 .00 .34-.48 .46 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 712 9 .24 .16 .43 .16 .25-.59 .23-.63 .48 .18  .24 .43 .16 .24-.59 .48 .18 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,013 51 .23 .14 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 .46 .00  .23 .41 .00 .35-.47 .46 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,906 49 .23 .14 .42 .00 .35-.48 .42-.42 .47 .00  .23 .42 .00 .35-.48 .47 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,064 32 .22 .13 .33 .00 .27-.39 .33-.33 .35 .00  .23 .34 .00 .27-.40 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .29 .10 .43 .00 .27-.59 .43-.43 .46 .00  .29 .43 .00 .27-.59 .46 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 53 1 .19 -- .29 -- -.11-.66 ----- .31 --  .19 .29 -- -.11-.66 .31 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 777 12 .21 .16 .32 .11 .18-.45 .18-.46 .34 .12  .22 .32 .11 .19-.46 .35 .11 
  903 
 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,287 20 .23 .10 .34 .00 .27-.40 .34-.34 .36 .00  .23 .35 .00 .27-.42 .37 .00 
                  Context: Research 284 4 .27 .09 .41 .00 .27-.54 .41-.41 .43 .00  .27 .41 .00 .27-.54 .43 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
       
All 4,243 59 .22 .13 .32 .00 .27-.37 .32-.32 .34 .00  .22 .32 .00 .28-.37 .35 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 76 4 .05 .12 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09-.09 .09 .00  .05 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 978 17 .23 .13 .36 .00 .27-.44 .36-.36 .38 .00  .23 .36 .00 .27-.44 .38 .00 
      Complexity: Low 729 14 .26 .16 .38 .00 .26-.50 .38-.38 .41 .00  .25 .37 .00 .24-.50 .40 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 4,243 59 .22 .13 .32 .00 .27-.37 .32-.32 .34 .00  .22 .32 .00 .28-.37 .35 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,071 12 .18 .11 .28 .00 .18-.37 .28-.28 .29 .00  .18 .28 .00 .17-.38 .30 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 3,172 47 .23 .13 .33 .00 .28-.39 .33-.33 .36 .00  .23 .33 .00 .28-.39 .36 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 76 4 .05 .12 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09-.09 .09 .00  .05 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 76 4 .05 .12 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09-.09 .09 .00  .05 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 76 4 .05 .12 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09-.09 .09 .00  .05 .09 .00 -.12-.29 .09 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 978 17 .23 .13 .36 .00 .27-.44 .36-.36 .38 .00  .23 .36 .00 .27-.44 .38 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 978 17 .23 .13 .36 .00 .27-.44 .36-.36 .38 .00  .23 .36 .00 .27-.44 .38 .00 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 232 3 .17 .15 .26 .10 -.01-.51 .13-.38 .27 .11  .17 .26 .10 -.01-.51 .27 .11 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 746 14 .25 .12 .39 .00 .30-.48 .39-.39 .42 .00  .25 .39 .00 .30-.48 .42 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 729 14 .26 .16 .38 .00 .26-.50 .38-.38 .41 .00  .25 .37 .00 .24-.50 .40 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 729 14 .26 .16 .38 .00 .26-.50 .38-.38 .41 .00  .25 .38 .00 .25-.50 .40 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 258 3 .26 .18 .38 .16 .09-.66 .18-.58 .41 .17  .26 .38 .16 .09-.66 .41 .17 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 471 11 .26 .17 .38 .00 .23-.52 .38-.38 .41 .00  .25 .37 .00 .21-.52 .39 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 316 1 .20 -- .32 -- .15-.48 ----- .34 --  .20 .32 -- .12-.51 .34 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 316 1 .20 -- .33 -- .16-.50 ----- .36 --  .20 .33 -- .15-.51 .36 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 316 1 .20 -- .32 -- .15-.48 ----- .34 --  .20 .32 -- .14-.49 .34 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 316 1 .20 -- .32 -- .15-.49 ----- .35 --  .20 .32 -- .12-.53 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 316 1 .20 -- .33 -- .16-.49 ----- .35 --  .20 .33 -- .13-.52 .35 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 316 1 .20 -- .32 -- .15-.48 ----- .34 --  .20 .32 -- .12-.51 .34 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 316 1 .20 -- .33 -- .16-.50 ----- .36 --  .20 .33 -- .15-.51 .36 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 316 1 .20 -- .32 -- .15-.48 ----- .34 --  .20 .32 -- .14-.49 .34 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 316 1 .20 -- .32 -- .15-.49 ----- .35 --  .20 .32 -- .12-.53 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 316 1 .20 -- .33 -- .16-.49 ----- .35 --  .20 .33 -- .13-.52 .35 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.28 ----- .25 --  .09 .23 -- -.11-.52 .25 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.28 ----- .25 --  .09 .23 -- .05-.40 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.29 ----- .25 --  .09 .24 -- -.12-.53 .26 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.29 ----- .25 --  .09 .24 -- -.09-.51 .25 -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.28 ----- .25 --  .09 .23 -- -.11-.52 .25 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.28 ----- .25 --  .09 .23 -- .05-.40 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.29 ----- .25 --  .09 .24 -- -.12-.53 .26 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .09 -- .23 -- .18-.29 ----- .25 --  .09 .24 -- -.09-.51 .25 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A80 
Predictive Validity for Gs and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All 255 1 -.14 -- -.26 -- -.46--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.26 -- -.48--.02 -.29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.58-.11 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.14 -- -.26 -- -.46--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.26 -- -.46--.04 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.48--.02 -.29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.47--.04 -.29 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
             
All 255 1 -.14 -- -.26 -- -.46--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.26 -- -.48--.02 -.29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.58-.11 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.14 -- -.26 -- -.46--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.26 -- -.46--.04 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.48--.02 -.29 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.47--.04 -.29 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
            
All 1,141 8 -.09 .13 -.14 .15 -.28-.00 -.33-.05 -.15 .16  -.10 -.15 .16 -.29-.00 -.16 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.50-.31 ----- -.11 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.50-.31 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,000 6 -.09 .14 -.14 .18 -.32-.04 -.38-.09 -.16 .19  -.09 -.15 .19 -.33-.04 -.16 .20 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.17 -- -.26 -- -.57-.08 ----- -.27 --  -.17 -.26 -- -.57-.08 -.27 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.06 -- -.11 -- -.44-.24 ----- -.12 --  -.06 -.11 -- -.48-.29 -.12 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,028 7 -.10 .14 -.15 .16 -.30-.01 -.35-.06 -.16 .17  -.10 -.15 .17 -.31-.01 -.16 .18 
      Age: Below 40 152 1 .14 -- .20 -- -.03-.42 ----- .21 --  .14 .20 -- -.09-.47 .21 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.43-.24 ----- -.12 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.43-.24 -.12 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 254 3 -.09 .06 -.15 .00 -.27--.03 -.15--.15 -.17 .00  -.09 -.15 .00 -.27--.03 -.17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 887 5 -.10 .16 -.14 .19 -.33-.06 -.38-.11 -.15 .21  -.10 -.15 .21 -.36-.07 -.16 .22 
      Context: Research 632 6 -.16 .11 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.26--.26 -.28 .00  -.16 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.28 .00 
      Context: Admin. 152 1 .14 -- .21 -- -.03-.44 ----- .22 --  .14 .21 -- -.03-.44 .22 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All 1,141 8 -.09 .13 -.14 .15 -.28-.00 -.33-.05 -.15 .16  -.10 -.15 .16 -.29-.00 -.16 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.50-.31 ----- -.11 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.50-.31 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,000 6 -.09 .14 -.14 .18 -.32-.04 -.38-.09 -.16 .19  -.09 -.15 .19 -.33-.04 -.16 .20 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.17 -- -.26 -- -.57-.08 ----- -.27 --  -.17 -.26 -- -.57-.08 -.27 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.06 -- -.11 -- -.44-.24 ----- -.12 --  -.06 -.11 -- -.48-.29 -.12 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,028 7 -.10 .14 -.15 .16 -.30-.01 -.35-.06 -.16 .17  -.10 -.15 .17 -.31-.01 -.16 .18 
      Age: Below 40 152 1 .14 -- .20 -- -.03-.42 ----- .21 --  .14 .20 -- -.09-.47 .21 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.43-.24 ----- -.12 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.43-.24 -.12 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 254 3 -.09 .06 -.15 .00 -.27--.03 -.15--.15 -.17 .00  -.09 -.15 .00 -.27--.03 -.17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 887 5 -.10 .16 -.14 .19 -.33-.06 -.38-.11 -.15 .21  -.10 -.15 .21 -.36-.07 -.16 .22 
      Context: Research 632 6 -.16 .11 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.26--.26 -.28 .00  -.16 -.26 .00 -.39--.12 -.28 .00 
      Context: Admin. 152 1 .14 -- .21 -- -.03-.44 ----- .22 --  .14 .21 -- -.03-.44 .22 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
   
All 811 5 -.15 .11 -.21 .08 -.35--.08 -.32--.11 -.23 .09  -.16 -.24 .07 -.38--.10 -.25 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 735 4 -.14 .12 -.22 .10 -.39--.05 -.35--.09 -.24 .11  -.15 -.23 .10 -.41--.06 -.25 .10 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.17 -- -.26 -- -.57-.08 ----- -.27 --  -.17 -.26 -- -.57-.08 -.27 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 811 5 -.15 .11 -.21 .08 -.35--.08 -.32--.11 -.23 .09  -.16 -.23 .07 -.37--.09 -.24 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.17 -- -.26 -- -.58-.08 ----- -.28 --  -.17 -.26 -- -.58-.08 -.28 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 735 4 -.14 .12 -.21 .11 -.37--.04 -.35--.07 -.22 .12  -.16 -.23 .10 -.40--.06 -.25 .11 
      Context: Research 454 4 -.21 .10 -.31 .00 -.46--.16 -.31--.31 -.34 .00  -.21 -.31 .00 -.46--.16 -.34 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
      
All 65 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.45-.27 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.45-.27 -.10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.50-.31 ----- -.11 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.50-.31 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.45-.27 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.45-.27 -.10 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.46-.28 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.46-.28 -.10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.46-.28 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.46-.28 -.10 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
        
All 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .11 --  .04 .11 -- -.24-.42 .11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .11 --  .04 .11 -- -.09-.29 .11 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .12 --  .04 .11 -- -.25-.43 .12 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .11 --  .04 .11 -- -.22-.41 .12 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
        
All 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .11 --  .04 .11 -- -.24-.42 .11 -- 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .11 --  .04 .11 -- -.09-.29 .11 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .12 --  .04 .11 -- -.25-.43 .12 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .04 -- .11 -- .05-.16 ----- .11 --  .04 .11 -- -.22-.41 .12 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A81 
Predictive Validity for Gs and OCB 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
          
All 1,844 14 .13 .09 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 .21 .00  .14 .21 .00 .14-.28 .23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .07 .01 .11 .00 .08-.14 .11-.11 .12 .00  .07 .11 .00 .08-.14 .12 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,344 9 .13 .09 .20 .00 .12-.29 .20-.20 .22 .00  .14 .21 .00 .12-.30 .23 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.34-.34 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.34-.34 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,844 14 .13 .09 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 .21 .00  .14 .21 .00 .14-.27 .22 .00 
      Age: Below 40 202 1 .19 -- .28 -- .08-.47 ----- .30 --  .19 .28 -- .00-.55 .30 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .27 -- .40 -- .11-.67 ----- .43 --  .27 .40 -- .11-.67 .43 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,054 9 .15 .10 .23 .00 .13-.32 .23-.23 .24 .00  .16 .23 .00 .14-.33 .25 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 790 5 .11 .08 .16 .00 .06-.26 .16-.16 .18 .00  .13 .19 .00 .09-.28 .20 .00 
      Context: Research 1,346 11 .15 .08 .23 .00 .15-.30 .23-.23 .24 .00  .15 .23 .00 .16-.30 .25 .00 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .27 -- .41 -- .11-.68 ----- .44 --  .27 .41 -- .11-.68 .44 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
           
All 202 1 .19 -- .28 -- .08-.47 ----- .30 --  .19 .28 -- .08-.47 .30 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 202 1 .19 -- .28 -- .08-.47 ----- .30 --  .19 .28 -- .08-.47 .30 -- 
      Age: Below 40 202 1 .19 -- .28 -- .08-.47 ----- .30 --  .19 .28 -- .00-.55 .30 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 202 1 .19 -- .29 -- .09-.48 ----- .31 --  .19 .29 -- .09-.48 .31 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 202 1 .19 -- .29 -- .09-.48 ----- .31 --  .19 .29 -- .09-.48 .31 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All 676 7 .11 .09 .17 .00 .07-.26 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .07-.26 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .09 .02 .16 .00 .12-.20 .16-.16 .17 .00  .09 .16 .00 .12-.20 .17 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .11 .06 .17 .00 .06-.28 .17-.17 .19 .00  .11 .17 .00 .06-.28 .19 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.39-.29 ----- -.06 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.39-.29 -.06 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 676 7 .11 .09 .17 .00 .07-.26 .17-.17 .18 .00  .11 .17 .00 .07-.26 .18 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .27 -- .40 -- .11-.67 ----- .43 --  .27 .40 -- .11-.67 .43 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 298 4 .11 .13 .17 .07 -.03-.36 .08-.26 .18 .07  .11 .17 .07 -.03-.36 .18 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .11 .06 .16 .00 .06-.26 .16-.16 .17 .00  .11 .16 .00 .06-.26 .17 .00 
      Context: Research 590 6 .09 .07 .14 .00 .05-.22 .14-.14 .15 .00  .09 .14 .00 .05-.22 .15 .00 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .27 -- .41 -- .11-.68 ----- .44 --  .27 .41 -- .11-.68 .44 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All 222 3 .15 .12 .22 .00 .02-.41 .22-.22 .23 .00  .15 .22 .00 .02-.41 .23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .07 .01 .12 .00 .09-.15 .12-.12 .13 .00  .07 .12 .00 .09-.15 .13 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 222 3 .15 .12 .22 .00 .02-.41 .22-.22 .23 .00  .15 .22 .00 .02-.41 .23 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .27 -- .40 -- .11-.67 ----- .43 --  .27 .40 -- .11-.67 .43 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 222 3 .15 .12 .22 .00 .02-.42 .22-.22 .24 .00  .15 .22 .00 .02-.42 .24 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 136 2 .07 .01 .11 .00 .08-.14 .11-.11 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .08-.14 .11 .00 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .27 -- .41 -- .11-.68 ----- .44 --  .27 .41 -- .11-.68 .44 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
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All 71 1 .15 -- .22 -- -.12-.55 ----- .24 --  .15 .22 -- -.12-.55 .24 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 71 1 .15 -- .25 -- -.14-.61 ----- .27 --  .15 .25 -- -.14-.61 .27 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 71 1 .15 -- .22 -- -.12-.55 ----- .24 --  .15 .22 -- -.12-.55 .24 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 71 1 .15 -- .23 -- -.12-.56 ----- .24 --  .15 .23 -- -.12-.56 .24 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 71 1 .15 -- .23 -- -.12-.56 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- -.12-.56 .25 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
          
All 1,556 12 .13 .10 .19 .04 .11-.28 .14-.25 .21 .04  .14 .21 .00 .12-.30 .23 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .02 .01 .03 .00 .00-.07 .03-.03 .04 .00  .02 .03 .00 .00-.07 .04 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,344 9 .15 .10 .23 .00 .13-.33 .23-.23 .25 .00  .15 .24 .00 .14-.34 .26 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.28-.40 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.28-.40 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,556 12 .13 .10 .19 .04 .11-.28 .14-.25 .21 .04  .14 .20 .02 .12-.29 .22 .02 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 766 7 .12 .11 .18 .00 .07-.30 .18-.18 .20 .00  .13 .19 .00 .07-.31 .20 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 790 5 .14 .11 .20 .08 .07-.34 .10-.30 .22 .08  .16 .23 .02 .11-.36 .25 .03 
      Context: Research 1,144 10 .16 .10 .24 .00 .14-.33 .24-.24 .26 .00  .16 .24 .00 .15-.34 .26 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
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All 89 2 .30 .14 .44 .00 .17-.70 .44-.44 .48 .00  .30 .44 .00 .17-.70 .48 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 89 2 .30 .14 .46 .00 .18-.72 .46-.46 .49 .00  .30 .46 .00 .18-.72 .49 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 89 2 .30 .14 .44 .00 .17-.70 .44-.44 .48 .00  .30 .44 .00 .17-.70 .48 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .30 .14 .45 .00 .18-.71 .45-.45 .48 .00  .30 .45 .00 .18-.71 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 89 2 .30 .14 .46 .00 .18-.71 .46-.46 .49 .00  .30 .46 .00 .18-.71 .49 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
       
All 76 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.27-.39 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.27-.39 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.28-.40 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.28-.40 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.27-.39 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.27-.39 .06 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.28-.40 ----- .07 --  .04 .06 -- -.28-.40 .07 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 .04 -- .06 -- -.28-.40 ----- .07 --  .04 .06 -- -.28-.40 .07 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
   
All 412 2 .06 .08 .09 .03 -.06-.24 .05-.13 .10 .03  .07 .11 .00 -.08-.28 .11 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 412 2 .06 .08 .09 .02 -.07-.25 .08-.11 .10 .02  .07 .10 .00 -.07-.27 .11 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 412 2 .06 .08 .09 .03 -.06-.24 .05-.13 .10 .03  .07 .10 .02 -.07-.27 .11 .02 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 412 2 .06 .08 .09 .03 -.06-.24 .05-.12 .09 .03  .07 .10 .00 -.07-.28 .11 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All 402 2 -.02 .20 -.04 .30 -.48-.41 -.43-.35 -.04 .33  .00 .00 .33 -.49-.48 .00 .36 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 316 1 -.10 -- -.17 -- -.35-.02 ----- -.18 --  -.10 -.17 -- -.36-.02 -.18 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 402 2 -.02 .20 -.04 .30 -.48-.41 -.43-.35 -.04 .33  -.02 -.02 .32 -.49-.44 -.03 .34 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .25 -- .40 -- .08-.69 ----- .43 --  .25 .40 -- .08-.69 .43 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 402 2 -.02 .20 -.04 .31 -.49-.41 -.44-.36 -.04 .33  .00 .00 .34 -.50-.50 .00 .37 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 316 1 -.10 -- -.17 -- -.34-.02 ----- -.18 --  -.10 -.17 -- -.37-.04 -.18 -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .25 -- .41 -- .08-.71 ----- .44 --  .25 .41 -- .08-.71 .44 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
         
All 402 2 -.02 .20 -.04 .30 -.48-.41 -.43-.35 -.04 .33  .00 .00 .33 -.49-.48 .00 .36 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 316 1 -.10 -- -.17 -- -.35-.02 ----- -.18 --  -.10 -.17 -- -.36-.02 -.18 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 402 2 -.02 .20 -.04 .30 -.48-.41 -.43-.35 -.04 .33  -.02 -.02 .32 -.49-.44 -.03 .34 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .25 -- .40 -- .08-.69 ----- .43 --  .25 .40 -- .08-.69 .43 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 402 2 -.02 .20 -.04 .31 -.49-.41 -.44-.36 -.04 .33  .00 .00 .34 -.50-.50 .00 .37 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 316 1 -.10 -- -.17 -- -.34-.02 ----- -.18 --  -.10 -.17 -- -.37-.04 -.18 -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .25 -- .41 -- .08-.71 ----- .44 --  .25 .41 -- .08-.71 .44 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
     
All 86 1 .25 -- .40 -- .08-.69 ----- .42 --  .25 .40 -- .08-.69 .42 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .25 -- .40 -- .08-.69 ----- .42 --  .25 .40 -- .08-.69 .42 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .25 -- .40 -- .08-.69 ----- .43 --  .25 .40 -- .08-.69 .43 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 86 1 .25 -- .40 -- .08-.70 ----- .43 --  .25 .40 -- .08-.70 .43 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .25 -- .41 -- .08-.71 ----- .44 --  .25 .41 -- .08-.71 .44 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A82 
Predictive Validity of Gs and Performance Outcomes 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.23-.23 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.25-.25 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.38-.38 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.23-.23 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.23-.23 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.26-.26 .00 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.24-.24 .00 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.23-.23 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.25-.25 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.38-.38 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.23-.23 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.23-.23 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.26-.26 .00 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.24-.24 .00 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
       
All 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.23-.23 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.25-.25 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.38-.38 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.23-.23 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.23-.23 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.26-.26 .00 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.24-.24 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.24-.24 .00 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
     
All 255 1 -.14 -- -.26 -- -.46--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.26 -- -.48--.02 -.29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.58-.11 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.14 -- -.26 -- -.46--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.26 -- -.46--.04 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.48--.02 -.29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.14 -- -.27 -- -.47--.04 ----- -.29 --  -.14 -.27 -- -.47--.04 -.29 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership 
Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A83 
Predictive Validity for Gs and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.08 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.23-.27 .02 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.08 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.12-.16 .02 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.09 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.24-.28 .02 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.09 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.18-.22 .02 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
              
All 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.08 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.23-.27 .02 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.08 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.12-.16 .02 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.09 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.24-.28 .02 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.09 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.18-.22 .02 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.08 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.23-.27 .02 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.08 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.12-.16 .02 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.09 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.24-.28 .02 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.05-.09 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.18-.22 .02 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A84 
Predictive Validity for Gs and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
            
All 612 4 .19 .13 .27 .13 .08-.46 .11-.44 .29 .14  .18 .27 .12 .08-.45 .29 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 612 4 .19 .13 .27 .13 .08-.46 .11-.44 .29 .14  .19 .27 .13 .08-.46 .29 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 612 4 .19 .13 .27 .13 .08-.45 .11-.43 .29 .14  .18 .27 .12 .08-.45 .29 .13 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All 314 2 .29 .04 .43 .00 .36-.50 .43-.43 .46 .00  .29 .42 .00 .35-.50 .46 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 314 2 .29 .04 .43 .00 .36-.50 .43-.43 .46 .00  .29 .43 .00 .36-.50 .46 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes 314 2 .29 .04 .42 .00 .35-.49 .42-.42 .45 .00  .29 .42 .00 .35-.49 .45 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All 298 2 .07 .05 .11 .00 .00-.21 .11-.11 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .00-.21 .12 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 298 2 .07 .05 .11 .00 .00-.21 .11-.11 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .00-.21 .11 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 298 2 .07 .05 .10 .00 .00-.20 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .00-.21 .11 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A85 
Predictive Validity for Gs and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N K ?̅? 𝑆𝐷𝑟  𝜌 𝑆𝐷𝜌 95% CI 80% CV 𝜌𝑇 𝑆𝐷𝜌𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝜌𝑇 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
           
All 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.21-.50 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.21-.50 .16 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High 65 1 .10 -- .17 -- -.24-.55 ----- .18 -- 
 
.10 .17 -- -.24-.55 .18 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.21-.50 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.21-.50 .16 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.22-.51 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.22-.51 .16 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.22-.51 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.22-.51 .16 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.21-.50 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.21-.50 .16 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High 65 1 .10 -- .17 -- -.24-.55 ----- .18 -- 
 
.10 .17 -- -.24-.55 .18 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.21-.50 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.21-.50 .16 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.22-.51 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.22-.51 .16 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.22-.51 ----- .16 -- 
 
.10 .15 -- -.22-.51 .16 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A86 
Predictive Validity for Gs and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A87 
Predictive Validity for Gs and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 63 4 -.04 .08 -.07 .00 -.21-.07 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.04 -.07 .00 -.21-.07 -.07 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.07 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.07 -.06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.19-.07 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.19-.07 -.06 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
          
All 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 63 4 -.04 .08 -.07 .00 -.21-.07 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.04 -.07 .00 -.21-.07 -.07 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06 .00 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.06 -.06 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.18-.07 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.18-.07 -.06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 -.04 .08 -.06 .00 -.19-.07 -.06--.06 -.06 .00  -.04 -.06 .00 -.19-.07 -.06 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
            
All 51 1 .16 -- .24 -- -.16-.62 ----- .25 --  .16 .24 -- -.16-.62 .25 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 51 1 .16 -- .24 -- -.16-.62 ----- .25 --  .16 .24 -- -.16-.62 .25 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 51 1 .16 -- .23 -- -.16-.62 ----- .25 --  .16 .23 -- -.16-.62 .25 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
    
All 8,642 1 .07 -- .18 -- .13-.23 ----- .20 --  .07 .18 -- -.16-.48 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .07 -- .18 -- .13-.23 ----- .20 --  .07 .18 -- -.01-.36 .20 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .07 -- .18 -- .13-.24 ----- .20 --  .07 .18 -- -.17-.49 .20 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .07 -- .18 -- .13-.24 ----- .20 --  .07 .18 -- -.14-.47 .20 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A88 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Performance Determinants 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- .02-.40 .23 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- -.09-.49 .23 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- .03-.39 .23 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- .01-.40 .23 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- .03-.39 .23 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- -.09-.49 .23 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- .03-.39 .23 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- .03-.39 .23 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 255 1 .14 -- .22 -- .03-.39 ----- .23 --  .14 .22 -- .03-.39 .23 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A89 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
     
All 270 2 .05 .07 .10 .00 -.08-.27 .10-.10 .10 .00  .06 .10 .00 -.09-.28 .11 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.14-.29 ----- .08 --  .04 .08 -- -.28-.41 .08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.14-.29 ----- .08 --  .04 .08 -- -.14-.29 .08 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
      Age: Below 40 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 270 2 .05 .07 .10 .00 -.08-.27 .10-.10 .10 .00  .06 .10 .00 -.09-.28 .11 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 270 2 .05 .07 .10 .00 -.08-.27 .10-.10 .10 .00  .06 .10 .00 -.08-.27 .11 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 15 1 .26 -- .44 -- -.41-.97 ----- .48 --  .26 .44 -- -.41-.97 .48 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.14-.29 ----- .08 --  .04 .08 -- -.28-.41 .08 -- 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.14-.29 ----- .08 --  .04 .08 -- -.14-.29 .08 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.14-.29 ----- .08 --  .04 .08 -- -.14-.29 .08 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.14-.29 ----- .08 --  .04 .08 -- -.14-.29 .08 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
All 171 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.27-.23 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.27-.23 -.02 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 171 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.27-.23 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.27-.23 -.02 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 171 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.27-.23 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.28-.25 -.02 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 171 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.27-.23 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.27-.23 -.02 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 171 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.27-.23 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.27-.23 -.02 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
 
All 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.19-.35 .09 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.33-.48 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.17-.33 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.20-.35 .09 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.18-.34 .09 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
All 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.19-.35 .09 -- 
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Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.33-.48 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.17-.33 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.20-.35 .09 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .04 -- .08 -- -.17-.33 ----- .09 -- 
 
.04 .08 -- -.18-.34 .09 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
All 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.16-.34 .10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                
 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.14-.32 .10 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.16-.35 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 




      Context: Research 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.14-.33 .10 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
All 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.16-.34 .10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                
 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.14-.32 .10 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.16-.35 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.14-.32 ----- .10 -- 
 
.05 .10 -- -.14-.33 .10 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A90 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
         
 All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A91 
Predictive Validity for Gt and CWB  
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB 
Measures 
                 
All 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.33-.04 -.16 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.41-.13 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.33-.04 -.16 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.33-.04 -.16 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.41-.13 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.33-.04 -.16 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A92 
Predictive Validity for Gt and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A93 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Performance Outcomes 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.25-.32 .04 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.14-.21 .04 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.14-.21 .04 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.25-.32 .04 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.14-.21 .04 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.14-.21 .04 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
       
All 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.25-.32 .04 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.14-.21 .04 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.15-.22 .04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .03 -- .04 -- -.14-.21 ----- .04 --  .03 .04 -- -.14-.21 .04 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
        
All 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.33-.04 -.16 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.41-.13 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.33-.04 -.16 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.11 -- -.15 -- -.31-.02 ----- -.16 --  -.11 -.15 -- -.31-.02 -.16 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership 
Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A94 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A95 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  954 
 
Table A96 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A97 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A98 
Predictive Validity for Gt and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A99 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Performance Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All 238,297 312 .56 .08 .56 .06 .55-.57 .49-.64 .62 .07  .56 .56 .06 .55-.57 .62 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .76 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .76 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 124,597 155 .59 .08 .59 .05 .58-.60 .52-.65 .65 .06  .59 .59 .05 .58-.60 .65 .06 
      Complexity: Low 48,718 40 .51 .07 .51 .06 .49-.53 .44-.58 .56 .06  .51 .51 .06 .49-.53 .56 .06 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 238,297 312 .56 .08 .56 .06 .55-.57 .49-.64 .62 .07  .56 .56 .06 .55-.57 .62 .07 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.19-.54 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.19-.54 .21 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 212,487 290 .56 .08 .56 .06 .55-.57 .49-.63 .61 .06  .56 .56 .06 .55-.57 .61 .06 
      Clerical Job: Yes 25,810 22 .65 .06 .65 .03 .62-.68 .61-.69 .73 .04  .65 .65 .03 .62-.68 .73 .04 
      Context: Research 597 2 .23 .05 .36 .00 .25-.47 .36-.36 .38 .00  .21 .35 .00 .19-.48 .36 .00 
      Context: Admin. 237,700 310 .56 .08 .56 .06 .56-.57 .49-.64 .62 .07  .56 .56 .06 .56-.57 .62 .07 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .76 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .76 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .76 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .76 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .76 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .76 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .76 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .76 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 124,597 155 .59 .08 .59 .05 .58-.60 .52-.65 .65 .06  .59 .59 .05 .58-.60 .65 .06 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 124,597 155 .59 .08 .59 .05 .58-.60 .52-.65 .65 .06  .59 .59 .05 .58-.60 .65 .06 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.20-.56 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.20-.56 .22 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 98,787 133 .58 .07 .58 .05 .56-.59 .52-.63 .64 .05  .58 .58 .05 .56-.59 .64 .05 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 25,810 22 .65 .06 .65 .04 .62-.68 .60-.70 .72 .05  .65 .65 .04 .62-.68 .72 .05 
                  Context: Research 69 1 .12 -- .21 -- -.20-.56 ----- .22 --  .12 .21 -- -.20-.56 .22 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 124,528 154 .59 .08 .59 .05 .58-.60 .52-.65 .65 .06  .59 .59 .05 .58-.60 .65 .06 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 48,718 40 .51 .07 .51 .06 .49-.53 .44-.58 .56 .06  .51 .51 .06 .49-.53 .56 .06 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 48,718 40 .51 .07 .51 .06 .49-.53 .44-.58 .56 .06  .51 .51 .06 .49-.53 .56 .06 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 48,718 40 .51 .07 .51 .06 .49-.53 .44-.58 .56 .06  .51 .51 .06 .49-.53 .56 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 48,718 40 .51 .07 .51 .06 .49-.53 .44-.58 .56 .06  .51 .51 .06 .49-.53 .56 .06 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures           
All 402 4 .32 .03 .61 .00 .56-.65 .61-.61 .65 .00  .32 .61 .00 .56-.66 .65 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 135 3 .34 .05 .64 .00 .55-.72 .64-.64 .68 .00  .34 .64 .00 .55-.72 .68 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 333 3 .32 .04 .62 .00 .56-.67 .62-.62 .66 .00  .32 .62 .00 .56-.67 .66 .00 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .03 .69 .00 .65-.74 .69-.69 .75 .00  .38 .69 .00 .65-.74 .75 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 402 4 .32 .03 .60 .00 .55-.65 .60-.60 .64 .00  .32 .60 .00 .55-.65 .65 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures        
All 402 4 .32 .03 .61 .00 .56-.65 .61-.61 .65 .00  .32 .61 .00 .56-.66 .65 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 135 3 .34 .05 .64 .00 .55-.72 .64-.64 .68 .00  .34 .64 .00 .55-.72 .68 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 333 3 .32 .04 .62 .00 .56-.67 .62-.62 .66 .00  .32 .62 .00 .56-.67 .66 .00 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .03 .69 .00 .65-.74 .69-.69 .75 .00  .38 .69 .00 .65-.74 .75 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 402 4 .32 .03 .60 .00 .55-.65 .60-.60 .64 .00  .32 .60 .00 .55-.65 .65 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related         
All 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 69 1 .30 -- .57 -- .16-.84 ----- .60 --  .30 .57 -- .16-.84 .60 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 69 1 .30 -- .55 -- .16-.83 ----- .58 --  .30 .55 -- .16-.83 .58 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 69 1 .30 -- .56 -- .16-.83 ----- .59 --  .30 .56 -- .16-.83 .59 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General     
All 333 3 .32 .04 .62 .00 .56-.67 .62-.62 .66 .00  .33 .62 .00 .56-.68 .67 .00 
  960 
 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 66 2 .38 .03 .71 .00 .66-.75 .71-.71 .76 .00  .38 .71 .00 .66-.75 .76 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 333 3 .32 .04 .62 .00 .56-.67 .62-.62 .66 .00  .32 .62 .00 .56-.67 .66 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .03 .69 .00 .65-.74 .69-.69 .75 .00  .38 .69 .00 .65-.74 .75 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 333 3 .32 .04 .61 .00 .55-.67 .61-.61 .66 .00  .33 .62 .00 .55-.67 .66 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A100 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample            
All 1,210 3 .46 .01 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 .64 .00  .46 .58 .00 .54-.62 .64 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,210 3 .46 .01 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 .64 .00  .46 .58 .00 .54-.62 .64 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .46 .01 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 .64 .00  .46 .58 .00 .54-.62 .64 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .32 -- .55 -- .19-.80 ----- .58 --  .32 .55 -- .19-.80 .58 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,210 3 .46 .01 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 .64 .00  .46 .58 .00 .54-.62 .64 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,141 2 .47 .01 .58 .00 .56-.60 .58-.58 .64 .00  .47 .58 .00 .56-.60 .64 .00 
      Context: Admin. 69 1 .32 -- .55 -- .19-.80 ----- .58 --  .32 .55 -- .19-.80 .58 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,210 3 .46 .01 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 .64 .00  .46 .58 .00 .54-.62 .64 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .46 .01 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 .64 .00  .46 .58 .00 .54-.62 .64 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .32 -- .56 -- .20-.81 ----- .59 --  .32 .56 -- .20-.81 .59 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,210 3 .46 .01 .58 .00 .54-.62 .58-.58 .64 .00  .46 .58 .00 .54-.62 .64 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .47 .01 .58 .00 .56-.60 .58-.58 .65 .00  .47 .58 .00 .56-.60 .65 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 69 1 .32 -- .56 -- .20-.81 ----- .59 --  .32 .56 -- .20-.81 .59 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test        
All 2,817 9 .37 .11 .43 .08 .35-.51 .33-.53 .47 .09  .37 .43 .08 .35-.51 .47 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 121 1 .42 -- .49 -- .26-.73 ----- .55 --  .42 .49 -- .26-.73 .55 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .36 .14 .42 .12 .29-.56 .27-.58 .47 .14  .36 .42 .12 .29-.56 .47 .14 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .35 .05 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .44 .00  .35 .40 .00 .32-.49 .44 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,817 9 .37 .11 .43 .08 .35-.51 .33-.53 .47 .09  .37 .43 .08 .35-.51 .47 .09 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,554 8 .35 .09 .40 .04 .33-.47 .35-.46 .44 .05  .35 .40 .04 .33-.47 .44 .05 
      Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .55 -- .64 -- .50-.78 ----- .73 --  .55 .64 -- .50-.78 .73 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,817 9 .37 .11 .43 .08 .35-.51 .33-.53 .47 .09  .37 .43 .08 .35-.51 .47 .09 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High 121 1 .42 -- .49 -- .26-.73 ----- .55 --  .42 .49 -- .26-.73 .55 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 121 1 .42 -- .49 -- .26-.73 ----- .55 --  .42 .49 -- .26-.73 .55 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 121 1 .42 -- .49 -- .26-.73 ----- .55 --  .42 .49 -- .26-.73 .55 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 121 1 .42 -- .49 -- .26-.73 ----- .55 --  .42 .49 -- .26-.73 .55 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .36 .14 .42 .12 .29-.56 .27-.58 .47 .14  .36 .42 .12 .29-.56 .47 .14 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,647 5 .36 .14 .42 .12 .29-.56 .27-.58 .47 .14  .36 .42 .12 .29-.56 .47 .14 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,384 4 .32 .10 .37 .07 .25-.49 .28-.46 .41 .08  .32 .37 .07 .25-.49 .41 .08 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .55 -- .64 -- .50-.78 ----- .71 --  .55 .64 -- .50-.78 .71 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,647 5 .36 .14 .42 .12 .29-.56 .27-.58 .47 .14  .36 .42 .12 .29-.56 .47 .14 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .35 .05 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .44 .00  .35 .40 .00 .32-.49 .44 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 949 2 .35 .05 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .44 .00  .35 .40 .00 .32-.49 .44 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 949 2 .35 .05 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .44 .00  .35 .40 .00 .32-.49 .44 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 949 2 .35 .05 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .44 .00  .35 .40 .00 .32-.49 .44 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures           
All 886 5 .16 .10 .33 .09 .15-.49 .21-.45 .35 .10  .17 .35 .13 .13-.55 .37 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 321 3 .14 .12 .30 .09 .02-.54 .18-.41 .31 .10  .14 .30 .09 .02-.54 .31 .10 
      Complexity: Low 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 775 2 .13 .04 .27 .00 .16-.37 .27-.27 .28 .00  .13 .27 .00 .16-.37 .28 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 111 3 .38 .10 .70 .00 .54-.82 .70-.70 .75 .00  .38 .70 .00 .54-.82 .75 .00 
      Age: Below 40 255 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.06-.42 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.22-.55 .20 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .32 .05 .62 .00 .51-.71 .62-.62 .66 .00  .32 .62 .00 .51-.71 .66 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 886 5 .16 .10 .33 .09 .15-.49 .21-.45 .34 .10  .18 .35 .13 .13-.54 .37 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.06-.42 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.07-.43 .20 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 321 3 .14 .12 .30 .09 .02-.54 .18-.41 .31 .10  .14 .30 .09 .02-.54 .31 .10 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 66 2 .32 .05 .63 .00 .52-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .32 .63 .00 .52-.72 .68 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 66 2 .32 .05 .63 .00 .52-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .32 .63 .00 .52-.72 .68 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 66 2 .32 .05 .63 .00 .52-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .32 .63 .00 .52-.72 .68 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures          
All 886 5 .16 .10 .33 .09 .15-.49 .21-.45 .35 .10  .17 .35 .13 .13-.55 .37 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 321 3 .14 .12 .30 .09 .02-.54 .18-.41 .31 .10  .14 .30 .09 .02-.54 .31 .10 
      Complexity: Low 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 775 2 .13 .04 .27 .00 .16-.37 .27-.27 .28 .00  .13 .27 .00 .16-.37 .28 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 111 3 .38 .10 .70 .00 .54-.82 .70-.70 .75 .00  .38 .70 .00 .54-.82 .75 .00 
      Age: Below 40 255 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.06-.42 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.22-.55 .20 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .32 .05 .62 .00 .51-.71 .62-.62 .66 .00  .32 .62 .00 .51-.71 .66 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 886 5 .16 .10 .33 .09 .15-.49 .21-.45 .34 .10  .18 .35 .13 .13-.54 .37 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.06-.42 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.07-.43 .20 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 321 3 .14 .12 .30 .09 .02-.54 .18-.41 .31 .10  .14 .30 .09 .02-.54 .31 .10 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 255 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.06-.44 ----- .21 --  .09 .20 -- -.06-.44 .21 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 66 2 .32 .05 .63 .00 .52-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .32 .63 .00 .52-.72 .68 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 66 2 .32 .05 .63 .00 .52-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .32 .63 .00 .52-.72 .68 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 66 2 .32 .05 .63 .00 .52-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .32 .63 .00 .52-.72 .68 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: No 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality    
All 45 1 .48 -- .80 -- .49-.98 ----- .86 --  .48 .80 -- .49-.98 .86 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 45 1 .48 -- .77 -- .45-.98 ----- .83 --  .48 .77 -- .45-.98 .83 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 45 1 .48 -- .80 -- .49-.98 ----- .86 --  .48 .80 -- .49-.98 .86 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 45 1 .48 -- .80 -- .48-.98 ----- .86 --  .48 .80 -- .48-.98 .86 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures           
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All 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.26-.32 .03 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.25-.31 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.25-.31 .03 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.24-.30 .03 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.40-.45 .03 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.26-.32 .03 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.25-.30 .03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures           
All 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.26-.32 .03 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.25-.31 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.25-.31 .03 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.24-.30 .03 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.40-.45 .03 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.26-.32 .03 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.24-.30 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.25-.30 .03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A101 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Overall Performance 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures            
All 5,815 8 .07 .05 .10 .00 .04-.17 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .10 .01 .03-.16 .11 .01 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,716 7 .07 .05 .10 .01 .03-.17 .09-.12 .11 .01  .07 .10 .01 .03-.16 .11 .02 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
      Sample Type: Civilian 537 4 .17 .10 .36 .00 .17-.53 .36-.36 .39 .00  .18 .37 .00 .16-.55 .40 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .04 .70 .00 .62-.76 .70-.70 .75 .00  .38 .70 .00 .62-.76 .75 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 5,815 8 .07 .05 .10 .00 .04-.17 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .10 .01 .03-.16 .11 .01 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 372 1 .16 -- .35 -- .13-.54 ----- .38 --  .16 .35 -- .08-.58 .38 -- 
      Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,716 7 .07 .05 .10 .01 .03-.17 .09-.12 .11 .01  .07 .10 .01 .03-.16 .11 .02 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
            Sample Type: Civilian 438 3 .19 .10 .41 .00 .18-.60 .41-.41 .44 .00  .20 .43 .00 .17-.64 .46 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .04 .71 .00 .64-.78 .71-.71 .76 .00  .38 .71 .00 .64-.78 .76 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 438 3 .19 .10 .41 .00 .18-.60 .41-.41 .44 .00  .20 .43 .00 .17-.63 .46 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 372 1 .16 -- .34 -- .13-.53 ----- .37 --  .16 .34 -- .10-.55 .37 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures          
All 372 1 .16 -- .33 -- .13-.51 ----- .36 --  .16 .33 -- .06-.56 .36 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 372 1 .16 -- .34 -- .13-.53 ----- .37 --  .16 .34 -- .10-.55 .37 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 372 1 .16 -- .33 -- .13-.51 ----- .36 --  .16 .33 -- .09-.54 .36 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 372 1 .16 -- .33 -- .12-.51 ----- .35 --  .16 .33 -- .05-.56 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 372 1 .16 -- .35 -- .13-.54 ----- .38 --  .16 .35 -- .08-.58 .38 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 372 1 .16 -- .34 -- .13-.53 ----- .37 --  .16 .34 -- .10-.55 .37 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 372 1 .16 -- .34 -- .13-.53 ----- .37 --  .16 .34 -- .09-.56 .37 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 372 1 .16 -- .34 -- .13-.53 ----- .37 --  .16 .34 -- .10-.55 .37 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 372 1 .16 -- .34 -- .13-.53 ----- .37 --  .16 .34 -- .10-.55 .37 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures           
All 5,443 7 .06 .05 .09 .04 .02-.15 .04-.13 .10 .04  .06 .09 .04 .02-.15 .10 .04 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,344 6 .06 .04 .09 .00 .03-.14 .09-.09 .09 .00  .06 .09 .00 .03-.14 .09 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
      Sample Type: Civilian 165 3 .21 .18 .43 .17 .02-.73 .20-.65 .46 .19  .21 .43 .17 .02-.73 .46 .19 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .04 .70 .00 .62-.76 .70-.70 .75 .00  .38 .70 .00 .62-.76 .75 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 5,443 7 .06 .05 .09 .03 .02-.15 .04-.13 .10 .04  .06 .09 .03 .02-.15 .10 .04 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis                  
      Complexity: High 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: No 99 1 .09 -- .21 -- -.25-.60 ----- .23 --  .09 .21 -- -.25-.60 .23 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,344 6 .06 .04 .09 .00 .03-.14 .09-.09 .09 .00  .06 .09 .00 .03-.14 .09 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .04 .08 .02 .02-.13 .06-.10 .09 .02  .06 .08 .02 .02-.13 .09 .02 
            Sample Type: Civilian 66 2 .38 .04 .71 .00 .64-.78 .71-.71 .76 .00  .38 .71 .00 .64-.78 .76 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .04 .71 .00 .64-.78 .71-.71 .76 .00  .38 .71 .00 .64-.78 .76 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 66 2 .38 .04 .71 .00 .64-.78 .71-.71 .76 .00  .38 .71 .00 .64-.78 .76 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A102 
Predictive Validity for Gq and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A103 
Predictive Validity for Gq and OCB  
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures             
All 307 1 .13 -- .27 -- .04-.47 ----- .28 --  .13 .27 -- .00-.50 .28 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .13 -- .27 -- .04-.47 ----- .28 --  .13 .27 -- .04-.47 .28 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 307 1 .13 -- .26 -- .04-.46 ----- .28 --  .13 .26 -- .00-.50 .28 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures           
All 307 1 .13 -- .27 -- .04-.47 ----- .28 --  .13 .27 -- .00-.50 .28 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .13 -- .27 -- .04-.47 ----- .28 --  .13 .27 -- .04-.47 .28 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 307 1 .13 -- .26 -- .04-.46 ----- .28 --  .13 .26 -- .00-.50 .28 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations    
All 307 1 .13 -- .27 -- .04-.47 ----- .28 --  .13 .27 -- .00-.50 .28 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .13 -- .27 -- .04-.47 ----- .28 --  .13 .27 -- .04-.47 .28 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 307 1 .13 -- .26 -- .04-.46 ----- .28 --  .13 .26 -- .00-.50 .28 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A104 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A105 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Accidents  
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents                  
All 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.20-.20 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.11-.12 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.05 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.20-.20 .00 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.15-.16 .00 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable                
All 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.20-.20 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.11-.12 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.05 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.20-.20 .00 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.15-.16 .00 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency               
All 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.20-.20 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.11-.12 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.05 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.20-.20 .00 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.06 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.15-.16 .00 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A106 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Potential 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures             
All 66 2 .38 .06 .69 .00 .58-.78 .69-.69 .74 .00  .38 .69 .00 .58-.78 .74 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 66 2 .38 .06 .71 .00 .59-.80 .71-.71 .76 .00  .38 .71 .00 .59-.80 .76 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 66 2 .38 .06 .69 .00 .58-.78 .69-.69 .74 .00  .38 .69 .00 .58-.78 .74 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .06 .69 .00 .58-.78 .69-.69 .74 .00  .38 .69 .00 .58-.78 .74 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 66 2 .38 .06 .68 .00 .57-.78 .68-.68 .74 .00  .38 .68 .00 .57-.78 .74 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures          
All 66 2 .38 .06 .69 .00 .58-.78 .69-.69 .74 .00  .38 .69 .00 .58-.78 .74 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 66 2 .38 .06 .71 .00 .59-.80 .71-.71 .76 .00  .38 .71 .00 .59-.80 .76 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 66 2 .38 .06 .69 .00 .58-.78 .69-.69 .74 .00  .38 .69 .00 .58-.78 .74 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .38 .06 .69 .00 .58-.78 .69-.69 .74 .00  .38 .69 .00 .58-.78 .74 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 66 2 .38 .06 .68 .00 .57-.78 .68-.68 .74 .00  .38 .68 .00 .57-.78 .74 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A107 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A108 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A109 
Predictive Validity for Gq and Miscellaneous Other 
 
 
 Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning          
All 519 1 .06 -- .12 -- -.05-.30 ----- .13 --  .06 .12 -- -.15-.38 .13 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 .06 -- .12 -- -.05-.30 ----- .13 --  .06 .12 -- -.05-.30 .13 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 .06 -- .12 -- -.05-.29 ----- .13 --  .06 .12 -- -.15-.38 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability               
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A110 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Performance Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All 238,228 311 .57 .09 .57 .05 .56-.58 .51-.63 .64 .05  .57 .57 .05 .56-.58 .64 .05 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .78 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .78 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 124,528 154 .60 .07 .60 .00 .59-.61 .60-.60 .68 .00  .60 .60 .00 .59-.61 .68 .00 
      Complexity: Low 48,718 40 .51 .08 .51 .06 .48-.53 .43-.59 .57 .07  .51 .51 .06 .48-.53 .57 .07 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 238,228 311 .57 .09 .57 .05 .56-.58 .51-.63 .64 .05  .57 .57 .05 .56-.58 .64 .05 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 212,418 289 .56 .09 .56 .05 .55-.57 .51-.62 .64 .05  .56 .56 .05 .55-.57 .64 .05 
      Clerical Job: Yes 25,810 22 .65 .08 .65 .00 .62-.69 .65-.65 .74 .00  .65 .65 .00 .62-.69 .74 .00 
      Context: Research 528 1 .39 -- .73 -- .64-.80 ----- .75 --  .39 .73 -- .60-.82 .75 -- 
      Context: Admin. 237,700 310 .57 .09 .57 .05 .56-.58 .51-.63 .64 .05  .57 .57 .05 .56-.58 .64 .05 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .78 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .78 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .78 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .78 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .78 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .78 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 4,350 16 .68 .06 .68 .00 .65-.71 .68-.68 .78 .00  .68 .68 .00 .65-.71 .78 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 124,528 154 .60 .07 .60 .00 .59-.61 .60-.60 .68 .00  .60 .60 .00 .59-.61 .68 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 124,528 154 .60 .07 .60 .00 .59-.61 .60-.60 .68 .00  .60 .60 .00 .59-.61 .68 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 98,718 132 .59 .07 .59 .00 .58-.61 .59-.59 .67 .00  .59 .59 .00 .58-.61 .67 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 25,810 22 .65 .08 .65 .00 .62-.69 .65-.65 .74 .00  .65 .65 .00 .62-.69 .74 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 124,528 154 .60 .07 .60 .00 .59-.61 .60-.60 .68 .00  .60 .60 .00 .59-.61 .68 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 48,718 40 .51 .08 .51 .06 .48-.53 .43-.59 .57 .07  .51 .51 .06 .48-.53 .57 .07 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 48,718 40 .51 .08 .51 .06 .48-.53 .43-.59 .57 .07  .51 .51 .06 .48-.53 .57 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 48,718 40 .51 .08 .51 .06 .48-.53 .43-.59 .57 .07  .51 .51 .06 .48-.53 .57 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 48,718 40 .51 .08 .51 .06 .48-.53 .43-.59 .57 .07  .51 .51 .06 .48-.53 .57 .07 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 1,085 7 .19 .15 .39 .23 .16-.59 .11-.68 .41 .23  .19 .40 .26 .13-.62 .41 .27 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 516 2 .20 .09 .41 .06 .14-.62 .33-.49 .42 .06  .21 .43 .10 .11-.68 .44 .10 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.12 -- -.25 -- -.65-.24 ----- -.26 --  -.12 -.25 -- -.65-.24 -.26 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .16 -- .46 -- -.04-.77 ----- .48 --  .16 .46 -- -.04-.77 .48 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 968 6 .19 .17 .39 .25 .12-.61 .07-.71 .40 .26  .19 .39 .29 .09-.64 .41 .30 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .18 -- .37 -- .19-.52 ----- .38 --  .18 .37 -- -.03-.68 .38 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 664 3 .14 .11 .31 .16 .03-.55 .11-.52 .33 .17  .12 .27 .21 -.09-.56 .28 .22 
      Clerical Job: Yes 421 4 .25 .21 .51 .27 .11-.78 .15-.86 .53 .29  .25 .51 .27 .11-.78 .53 .29 
      Context: Research 664 3 .14 .11 .31 .16 .03-.55 .11-.52 .33 .17  .12 .28 .21 -.07-.56 .29 .21 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 1,085 7 .18 .16 .39 .23 .15-.59 .10-.68 .40 .24  .18 .39 .27 .12-.62 .41 .28 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 516 2 .20 .09 .41 .06 .14-.62 .33-.49 .42 .06  .21 .43 .10 .11-.68 .44 .10 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.12 -- -.25 -- -.65-.24 ----- -.26 --  -.12 -.25 -- -.65-.24 -.26 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .14 -- .41 -- -.12-.74 ----- .42 --  .14 .41 -- -.12-.74 .42 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 968 6 .19 .17 .39 .25 .12-.61 .07-.71 .40 .26  .19 .39 .29 .09-.64 .41 .30 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .18 -- .37 -- .19-.52 ----- .38 --  .18 .37 -- -.03-.68 .38 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 664 3 .14 .11 .31 .16 .02-.55 .10-.51 .32 .17  .11 .25 .21 -.09-.55 .26 .22 
      Clerical Job: Yes 421 4 .25 .21 .51 .27 .11-.78 .15-.86 .53 .29  .25 .51 .27 .11-.78 .53 .29 
      Context: Research 664 3 .14 .11 .31 .16 .02-.55 .10-.51 .32 .17  .12 .26 .20 -.07-.55 .27 .21 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
         
All 792 5 .15 .10 .33 .09 .14-.51 .22-.45 .35 .09  .14 .31 .13 .07-.52 .32 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 516 2 .20 .09 .41 .06 .14-.62 .33-.49 .42 .06  .21 .43 .10 .11-.68 .44 .10 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.04 -- -.09 -- -.54-.39 ----- -.09 --  -.04 -.09 -- -.54-.39 -.09 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .14 -- .41 -- -.12-.74 ----- .42 --  .14 .41 -- -.12-.74 .42 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 675 4 .15 .12 .32 .14 .09-.53 .14-.51 .34 .15  .14 .30 .18 .02-.55 .32 .19 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .18 -- .37 -- .19-.52 ----- .38 --  .18 .37 -- -.03-.68 .38 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 664 3 .15 .08 .32 .01 .12-.51 .31-.34 .34 .01  .13 .28 .06 .03-.50 .29 .06 
      Clerical Job: Yes 128 2 .18 .24 .38 .37 -.31-.84 -.09-.85 .40 .38  .18 .38 .37 -.31-.84 .40 .38 
      Context: Research 664 3 .15 .08 .32 .00 .12-.50 .32-.32 .34 .00  .13 .29 .05 .05-.50 .30 .06 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All 369 3 .19 .30 .38 .53 -.32-.85 -.29-1.00 .40 .55  .19 .38 .53 -.32-.85 .40 .55 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.19 -- -.40 -- -.74-.06 ----- -.42 --  -.19 -.40 -- -.74-.06 -.42 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 369 3 .19 .30 .38 .53 -.32-.85 -.29-1.00 .40 .55  .19 .38 .53 -.32-.85 .40 .55 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.19 -- -.40 -- -.73-.06 ----- -.41 --  -.19 -.40 -- -.73-.06 -.41 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 293 2 .28 .24 .55 .34 -.12-.93 .12-.99 .58 .35  .28 .55 .34 -.12-.93 .58 .35 
      Context: Research 76 1 -.19 -- -.40 -- -.73-.06 ----- -.41 --  -.19 -.40 -- -.73-.06 -.41 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
All 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 .21 -- .56 -- .11-.81 ----- .58 --  .21 .56 -- .11-.81 .58 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A111 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Task Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
          
All 194 3 .28 .21 .52 .26 .09-.81 .19-.86 .55 .27  .28 .52 .26 .09-.81 .55 .27 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 137 2 .36 .20 .64 .21 .17-.91 .38-.91 .67 .22  .36 .64 .21 .17-.91 .67 .22 
      Sample Type: USES 114 2 .14 .07 .29 .00 .09-.47 .29-.29 .31 .00  .14 .29 .00 .09-.47 .31 .00 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 80 1 .48 -- .77 -- .56-.91 ----- .80 --  .48 .77 -- .56-.91 .80 -- 
      Age: Below 40 194 3 .28 .21 .52 .26 .09-.81 .19-.86 .55 .27  .28 .52 .26 .09-.81 .55 .27 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 114 2 .14 .07 .29 .00 .09-.47 .29-.29 .31 .00  .14 .29 .00 .09-.47 .31 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 80 1 .48 -- .77 -- .56-.91 ----- .80 --  .48 .77 -- .56-.91 .80 -- 
      Context: Research 194 3 .28 .21 .52 .26 .09-.81 .19-.86 .55 .27  .28 .52 .26 .09-.81 .55 .27 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 137 2 .36 .20 .64 .21 .17-.91 .38-.91 .67 .22  .36 .64 .21 .17-.91 .67 .22 
            Sample Type: USES 57 1 .19 -- .39 -- -.13-.75 ----- .42 --  .19 .39 -- -.13-.75 .42 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 57 1 .19 -- .39 -- -.13-.75 ----- .42 --  .19 .39 -- -.13-.75 .42 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 57 1 .19 -- .39 -- -.13-.75 ----- .42 --  .19 .39 -- -.13-.75 .42 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 57 1 .19 -- .39 -- -.13-.75 ----- .42 --  .19 .39 -- -.13-.75 .42 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Civilian 80 1 .48 -- .77 -- .56-.91 ----- .80 --  .48 .77 -- .56-.91 .80 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 80 1 .48 -- .77 -- .56-.91 ----- .80 --  .48 .77 -- .56-.91 .80 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 80 1 .48 -- .77 -- .56-.91 ----- .80 --  .48 .77 -- .56-.91 .80 -- 
                  Context: Research 80 1 .48 -- .77 -- .56-.91 ----- .80 --  .48 .77 -- .56-.91 .80 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
        
All 2,817 9 .38 .10 .44 .01 .37-.52 .43-.46 .50 .01  .38 .44 .01 .37-.52 .50 .01 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 121 1 .48 -- .56 -- .33-.80 ----- .65 --  .48 .56 -- .33-.80 .65 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .39 .15 .45 .12 .30-.60 .30-.60 .51 .13  .39 .45 .12 .30-.60 .51 .13 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .37 .02 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .48 .00  .37 .43 .00 .39-.46 .48 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,817 9 .38 .10 .44 .01 .37-.52 .43-.46 .50 .01  .38 .44 .01 .37-.52 .50 .01 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,554 8 .36 .06 .42 .00 .37-.47 .42-.42 .47 .00  .36 .42 .00 .37-.47 .47 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .60 -- .70 -- .55-.85 ----- .79 --  .60 .70 -- .55-.85 .79 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,817 9 .38 .10 .44 .01 .37-.52 .43-.46 .50 .01  .38 .44 .01 .37-.52 .50 .01 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 121 1 .48 -- .56 -- .33-.80 ----- .65 --  .48 .56 -- .33-.80 .65 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 121 1 .48 -- .56 -- .33-.80 ----- .65 --  .48 .56 -- .33-.80 .65 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 121 1 .48 -- .56 -- .33-.80 ----- .65 --  .48 .56 -- .33-.80 .65 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 121 1 .48 -- .56 -- .33-.80 ----- .65 --  .48 .56 -- .33-.80 .65 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 1,647 5 .39 .15 .45 .12 .30-.60 .30-.60 .51 .13  .39 .45 .12 .30-.60 .51 .13 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,647 5 .39 .15 .45 .12 .30-.60 .30-.60 .51 .13  .39 .45 .12 .30-.60 .51 .13 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,384 4 .32 .08 .38 .00 .29-.46 .38-.38 .43 .00  .32 .38 .00 .29-.46 .43 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .60 -- .70 -- .55-.85 ----- .80 --  .60 .70 -- .55-.85 .80 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,647 5 .39 .15 .45 .12 .30-.60 .30-.60 .51 .13  .39 .45 .12 .30-.60 .51 .13 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .37 .02 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .48 .00  .37 .43 .00 .39-.46 .48 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 949 2 .37 .02 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .48 .00  .37 .43 .00 .39-.46 .48 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 949 2 .37 .02 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .48 .00  .37 .43 .00 .39-.46 .48 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 949 2 .37 .02 .43 .00 .39-.46 .43-.43 .48 .00  .37 .43 .00 .39-.46 .48 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
          
All 1,689 33 .10 .18 .21 .21 .09-.32 -.06-.47 .22 .22  .10 .21 .21 .09-.32 .22 .22 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 214 4 .14 .20 .26 .26 -.11-.57 -.08-.59 .27 .28  .14 .26 .26 -.11-.57 .27 .28 
      Complexity: Low 1,475 29 .10 .18 .20 .21 .07-.33 -.07-.47 .22 .22  .10 .20 .21 .07-.33 .22 .22 
      Sample Type: USES 1,689 33 .10 .18 .21 .21 .09-.32 -.06-.47 .22 .22  .11 .21 .20 .09-.32 .22 .22 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 1,489 29 .12 .18 .24 .21 .11-.36 -.03-.51 .25 .22  .12 .24 .21 .11-.36 .25 .22 
      Age: 40 and above 200 4 -.02 .10 -.04 .00 -.23-.15 -.04--.04 -.05 .00  -.02 -.04 .00 -.23-.15 -.05 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,528 30 .09 .17 .18 .20 .06-.30 -.07-.43 .19 .21  .09 .18 .20 .06-.30 .19 .21 
      Clerical Job: Yes 161 3 .23 .19 .41 .21 .02-.71 .14-.69 .44 .23  .23 .41 .21 .02-.71 .44 .23 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Admin. 1,689 33 .10 .18 .22 .21 .09-.34 -.05-.49 .23 .23  .10 .22 .21 .09-.34 .23 .23 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 214 4 .14 .20 .26 .26 -.11-.57 -.08-.59 .27 .28  .14 .26 .26 -.11-.57 .27 .28 
            Sample Type: USES 214 4 .14 .20 .26 .26 -.11-.57 -.08-.59 .27 .28  .14 .26 .26 -.11-.57 .27 .28 
                  Age: Below 40 214 4 .14 .20 .26 .26 -.11-.57 -.08-.59 .27 .28  .14 .26 .26 -.11-.57 .27 .28 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 104 2 .03 .06 .05 .00 -.10-.20 .05-.05 .06 .00  .03 .05 .00 -.10-.20 .06 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 110 2 .24 .26 .43 .37 -.24-.86 -.03-.90 .46 .39  .24 .43 .37 -.24-.86 .46 .39 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 214 4 .14 .20 .26 .26 -.11-.57 -.08-.59 .27 .28  .14 .26 .26 -.11-.57 .27 .28 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,475 29 .10 .18 .20 .21 .07-.33 -.07-.47 .22 .22  .10 .20 .21 .07-.33 .22 .22 
            Sample Type: USES 1,475 29 .10 .18 .20 .21 .07-.33 -.07-.47 .22 .22  .10 .21 .21 .08-.33 .22 .22 
                  Age: Below 40 1,275 25 .12 .18 .24 .22 .10-.37 -.04-.52 .26 .23  .12 .25 .22 .11-.38 .26 .23 
                  Age: 40 and above 200 4 -.02 .10 -.05 .00 -.25-.16 -.05--.05 -.05 .00  -.02 -.05 .00 -.25-.16 -.05 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,424 28 .10 .18 .20 .22 .06-.32 -.08-.47 .21 .23  .10 .20 .22 .06-.33 .21 .23 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 51 1 .20 -- .39 -- -.14-.76 ----- .42 --  .20 .39 -- -.14-.76 .42 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,475 29 .10 .18 .20 .21 .07-.33 -.07-.47 .22 .22  .10 .20 .21 .07-.33 .22 .22 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
          
All 28,104 320 .18 .13 .38 .12 .35-.41 .23-.53 .40 .12  .18 .39 .11 .36-.42 .41 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,934 41 .21 .14 .46 .00 .38-.53 .46-.46 .49 .00  .21 .46 .00 .38-.53 .49 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 14,244 131 .19 .14 .40 .15 .35-.44 .20-.59 .42 .16  .19 .40 .15 .36-.45 .43 .16 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .15 .12 .33 .00 .29-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .15 .33 .00 .28-.38 .35 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 24,301 295 .19 .13 .40 .11 .37-.43 .27-.54 .43 .11  .18 .40 .09 .36-.43 .42 .10 
      Sample Type: Military 637 2 .04 .06 .12 .06 -.13-.36 .05-.20 .13 .06  .04 .12 .06 -.13-.36 .13 .06 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,166 23 .13 .11 .27 .12 .17-.36 .11-.42 .28 .12  .13 .27 .13 .17-.36 .28 .13 
      Age: Below 40 23,755 273 .18 .14 .39 .12 .36-.42 .23-.55 .41 .13  .18 .38 .12 .35-.42 .41 .13 
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      Age: 40 and above 2,922 38 .18 .12 .38 .00 .31-.45 .38-.38 .40 .00  .18 .38 .00 .31-.45 .41 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 22,677 277 .17 .14 .38 .12 .35-.41 .22-.54 .40 .13  .18 .39 .12 .35-.42 .41 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 5,427 43 .19 .12 .39 .08 .33-.46 .29-.49 .42 .08  .19 .39 .08 .32-.46 .41 .08 
      Context: Research 24,809 286 .18 .13 .38 .12 .35-.41 .23-.53 .40 .13  .18 .38 .12 .35-.41 .41 .13 
      Context: Admin. 106 1 .11 -- .26 -- -.20-.62 ----- .27 --  .11 .26 -- -.20-.62 .27 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,934 41 .21 .14 .46 .00 .38-.53 .46-.46 .49 .00  .21 .46 .00 .38-.53 .49 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .22 .13 .47 .00 .39-.54 .47-.47 .50 .00  .23 .49 .00 .41-.56 .52 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .22 .15 .48 .08 .37-.57 .37-.58 .50 .09  .23 .49 .04 .40-.58 .53 .04 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .21 .09 .46 .00 .36-.55 .46-.46 .49 .00  .22 .47 .00 .37-.57 .50 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .22 .13 .47 .00 .39-.54 .47-.47 .50 .00  .23 .49 .00 .41-.56 .52 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .23 .14 .48 .00 .39-.56 .48-.48 .51 .00  .24 .50 .00 .41-.58 .53 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .11 -- .24 -- -.19-.60 ----- .26 --  .11 .24 -- -.19-.60 .26 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 90 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.46-.39 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.46-.39 -.05 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 90 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.46-.39 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.46-.39 -.05 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 90 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.46-.39 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.46-.39 -.05 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 14,244 131 .19 .14 .40 .15 .35-.44 .20-.59 .42 .16  .19 .40 .15 .36-.45 .43 .16 
            Sample Type: USES 12,091 118 .21 .14 .43 .13 .38-.47 .25-.60 .45 .14  .20 .42 .14 .37-.47 .45 .14 
                  Age: Below 40 10,741 103 .21 .14 .43 .14 .38-.48 .25-.61 .46 .15  .20 .42 .15 .36-.47 .45 .16 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .19 .12 .40 .06 .28-.51 .32-.48 .42 .06  .20 .41 .00 .29-.52 .44 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,157 95 .20 .14 .41 .16 .36-.46 .21-.61 .44 .17  .20 .41 .15 .35-.47 .44 .16 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .23 .11 .47 .00 .38-.54 .47-.47 .50 .00  .23 .46 .00 .38-.54 .49 .00 
                  Context: Research 11,436 108 .21 .14 .43 .14 .38-.47 .25-.60 .45 .15  .20 .42 .14 .36-.47 .44 .15 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,153 13 .10 .10 .21 .10 .10-.32 .08-.35 .22 .11  .10 .21 .11 .09-.32 .22 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 2,108 12 .09 .09 .20 .06 .09-.30 .12-.28 .21 .07  .09 .20 .07 .09-.30 .21 .07 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,006 5 .10 .09 .21 .08 .05-.37 .11-.32 .22 .08  .10 .21 .09 .03-.38 .22 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,147 8 .10 .11 .21 .15 .04-.37 .03-.40 .22 .15  .10 .20 .17 .01-.39 .21 .18 
                  Context: Research 2,108 12 .09 .09 .20 .06 .09-.30 .12-.28 .21 .07  .09 .19 .07 .09-.30 .20 .07 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .15 .12 .33 .00 .29-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .15 .33 .00 .28-.38 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,156 133 .15 .12 .33 .00 .29-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .14 .33 .00 .28-.37 .35 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,428 121 .15 .12 .34 .00 .29-.38 .34-.34 .36 .00  .15 .33 .00 .28-.38 .35 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .13 .13 .29 .00 .13-.44 .29-.29 .31 .00  .13 .29 .00 .13-.44 .31 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,376 127 .14 .12 .32 .00 .28-.37 .32-.32 .35 .00  .14 .32 .00 .27-.37 .34 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .18 .08 .40 .00 .26-.52 .40-.40 .43 .00  .18 .41 .00 .26-.54 .43 .00 
                  Context: Research 8,150 123 .14 .12 .33 .00 .28-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .14 .32 .00 .27-.37 .34 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 344 5 .16 .13 .35 .00 .12-.55 .35-.35 .36 .00  .16 .35 .00 .12-.55 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 268 4 .20 .12 .41 .00 .16-.61 .41-.41 .43 .00  .20 .41 .00 .16-.61 .43 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 145 2 .18 .19 .38 .27 -.19-.78 .03-.72 .39 .28  .18 .38 .27 -.19-.78 .39 .28 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 199 3 .15 .11 .32 .00 .06-.55 .32-.32 .34 .00  .15 .32 .00 .06-.55 .34 .00 
                  Context: Research 344 5 .16 .13 .35 .00 .12-.55 .35-.35 .36 .00  .16 .35 .00 .12-.55 .36 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 28,104 320 .18 .13 .38 .12 .35-.41 .23-.53 .40 .12  .18 .39 .11 .36-.42 .41 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,934 41 .21 .14 .46 .00 .38-.53 .46-.46 .49 .00  .21 .46 .00 .38-.53 .49 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 14,244 131 .19 .14 .40 .15 .35-.44 .20-.59 .42 .16  .19 .40 .15 .36-.45 .43 .16 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .15 .12 .33 .00 .29-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .15 .33 .00 .28-.38 .35 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 24,301 295 .19 .13 .40 .11 .37-.43 .27-.54 .43 .11  .18 .40 .09 .36-.43 .42 .10 
      Sample Type: Military 637 2 .04 .06 .12 .06 -.13-.36 .05-.20 .13 .06  .04 .12 .06 -.13-.36 .13 .06 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,166 23 .13 .11 .27 .12 .17-.36 .11-.42 .28 .12  .13 .27 .13 .17-.36 .28 .13 
      Age: Below 40 23,755 273 .18 .14 .39 .12 .36-.42 .23-.55 .41 .13  .18 .38 .12 .35-.42 .41 .13 
      Age: 40 and above 2,922 38 .18 .12 .38 .00 .31-.45 .38-.38 .40 .00  .18 .38 .00 .31-.45 .41 .00 
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      Clerical Job: No 22,677 277 .17 .14 .38 .12 .35-.41 .22-.54 .40 .13  .18 .39 .12 .35-.42 .41 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes 5,427 43 .19 .12 .39 .08 .33-.46 .29-.49 .42 .08  .19 .39 .08 .32-.46 .41 .08 
      Context: Research 24,809 286 .18 .13 .38 .12 .35-.41 .23-.53 .40 .13  .18 .38 .12 .35-.41 .41 .13 
      Context: Admin. 106 1 .11 -- .26 -- -.20-.62 ----- .27 --  .11 .26 -- -.20-.62 .27 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,934 41 .21 .14 .46 .00 .38-.53 .46-.46 .49 .00  .21 .46 .00 .38-.53 .49 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .22 .13 .47 .00 .39-.54 .47-.47 .50 .00  .23 .49 .00 .41-.56 .52 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .22 .15 .48 .08 .37-.57 .37-.58 .50 .09  .23 .49 .04 .40-.58 .53 .04 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .21 .09 .46 .00 .36-.55 .46-.46 .49 .00  .22 .47 .00 .37-.57 .50 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .22 .13 .47 .00 .39-.54 .47-.47 .50 .00  .23 .49 .00 .41-.56 .52 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .23 .14 .48 .00 .39-.56 .48-.48 .51 .00  .24 .50 .00 .41-.58 .53 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .11 -- .24 -- -.19-.60 ----- .26 --  .11 .24 -- -.19-.60 .26 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 90 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.46-.39 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.46-.39 -.05 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 90 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.46-.39 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.46-.39 -.05 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 90 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.46-.39 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.46-.39 -.05 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 14,244 131 .19 .14 .40 .15 .35-.44 .20-.59 .42 .16  .19 .40 .15 .36-.45 .43 .16 
            Sample Type: USES 12,091 118 .21 .14 .43 .13 .38-.47 .25-.60 .45 .14  .20 .42 .14 .37-.47 .45 .14 
                  Age: Below 40 10,741 103 .21 .14 .43 .14 .38-.48 .25-.61 .46 .15  .20 .42 .15 .36-.47 .45 .16 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .19 .12 .40 .06 .28-.51 .32-.48 .42 .06  .20 .41 .00 .29-.52 .44 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,157 95 .20 .14 .41 .16 .36-.46 .21-.61 .44 .17  .20 .41 .15 .35-.47 .44 .16 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .23 .11 .47 .00 .38-.54 .47-.47 .50 .00  .23 .46 .00 .38-.54 .49 .00 
                  Context: Research 11,436 108 .21 .14 .43 .14 .38-.47 .25-.60 .45 .15  .20 .42 .14 .36-.47 .44 .15 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,153 13 .10 .10 .21 .10 .10-.32 .08-.35 .22 .11  .10 .21 .11 .09-.32 .22 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 2,108 12 .09 .09 .20 .06 .09-.30 .12-.28 .21 .07  .09 .20 .07 .09-.30 .21 .07 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: No 1,006 5 .10 .09 .21 .08 .05-.37 .11-.32 .22 .08  .10 .21 .09 .03-.38 .22 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,147 8 .10 .11 .21 .15 .04-.37 .03-.40 .22 .15  .10 .20 .17 .01-.39 .21 .18 
                  Context: Research 2,108 12 .09 .09 .20 .06 .09-.30 .12-.28 .21 .07  .09 .19 .07 .09-.30 .20 .07 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .15 .12 .33 .00 .29-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .15 .33 .00 .28-.38 .35 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,156 133 .15 .12 .33 .00 .29-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .14 .33 .00 .28-.37 .35 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,428 121 .15 .12 .34 .00 .29-.38 .34-.34 .36 .00  .15 .33 .00 .28-.38 .35 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .13 .13 .29 .00 .13-.44 .29-.29 .31 .00  .13 .29 .00 .13-.44 .31 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,376 127 .14 .12 .32 .00 .28-.37 .32-.32 .35 .00  .14 .32 .00 .27-.37 .34 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .18 .08 .40 .00 .26-.52 .40-.40 .43 .00  .18 .41 .00 .26-.54 .43 .00 
                  Context: Research 8,150 123 .14 .12 .33 .00 .28-.37 .33-.33 .35 .00  .14 .32 .00 .27-.37 .34 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 344 5 .16 .13 .35 .00 .12-.55 .35-.35 .36 .00  .16 .35 .00 .12-.55 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 268 4 .20 .12 .41 .00 .16-.61 .41-.41 .43 .00  .20 .41 .00 .16-.61 .43 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 145 2 .18 .19 .38 .27 -.19-.78 .03-.72 .39 .28  .18 .38 .27 -.19-.78 .39 .28 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 199 3 .15 .11 .32 .00 .06-.55 .32-.32 .34 .00  .15 .32 .00 .06-.55 .34 .00 
                  Context: Research 344 5 .16 .13 .35 .00 .12-.55 .35-.35 .36 .00  .16 .35 .00 .12-.55 .36 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
         
All 578 6 .17 .14 .36 .14 .14-.55 .18-.54 .38 .15  .17 .36 .14 .14-.55 .38 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 90 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.37-.48 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.37-.48 .07 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 45 1 .40 -- .72 -- .32-.95 ----- .75 --  .40 .72 -- .32-.95 .75 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .11 -- .24 -- -.25-.64 ----- .25 --  .11 .24 -- -.25-.64 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 578 6 .17 .14 .36 .14 .14-.55 .18-.54 .38 .15  .17 .36 .14 .14-.55 .38 .15 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 166 2 .07 .06 .15 .00 -.03-.31 .15-.15 .15 .00  .07 .15 .00 -.03-.31 .15 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 412 4 .22 .14 .44 .13 .17-.66 .27-.61 .46 .14  .22 .44 .13 .17-.66 .46 .14 
      Context: Research 166 2 .07 .06 .14 .00 -.03-.31 .14-.14 .15 .00  .07 .14 .00 -.03-.31 .15 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All 413 4 .06 .10 .13 .00 -.08-.33 .13-.13 .14 .00  .06 .13 .00 -.08-.33 .14 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 90 1 -.07 -- -.15 -- -.54-.29 ----- -.16 --  -.07 -.15 -- -.54-.29 -.16 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.49-.45 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.49-.45 -.02 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 413 4 .06 .10 .13 .00 -.08-.33 .13-.13 .14 .00  .06 .13 .00 -.08-.33 .14 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 166 2 -.04 .04 -.09 .00 -.22-.04 -.09--.09 -.10 .00  -.04 -.09 .00 -.22-.04 -.10 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 247 2 .13 .00 .28 .00 .27-.28 .28-.28 .29 .00  .13 .28 .00 .27-.28 .29 .00 
      Context: Research 166 2 -.04 .04 -.09 .00 -.22-.04 -.09--.09 -.10 .00  -.04 -.09 .00 -.22-.04 -.10 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All 45 1 .42 -- .75 -- .37-.96 ----- .78 --  .42 .75 -- .37-.96 .78 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 45 1 .42 -- .75 -- .37-.96 ----- .78 --  .42 .75 -- .37-.96 .78 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 45 1 .42 -- .75 -- .37-.96 ----- .78 --  .42 .75 -- .37-.96 .78 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 45 1 .42 -- .75 -- .37-.96 ----- .78 --  .42 .75 -- .37-.96 .78 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 50 1 .32 -- .49 -- .10-.76 ----- .52 --  .32 .49 -- .10-.76 .52 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                 
 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 50 1 .32 -- .50 -- .11-.77 ----- .53 --  .32 .50 -- .11-.77 .53 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 50 1 .32 -- .49 -- .10-.76 ----- .52 --  .32 .49 -- .10-.76 .52 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 50 1 .32 -- .49 -- .10-.76 ----- .52 --  .32 .49 -- .10-.76 .52 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 50 1 .32 -- .49 -- .10-.76 ----- .52 --  .32 .49 -- .10-.76 .52 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A112 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 7,340 112 .16 .16 .35 .18 .29-.40 .12-.57 .36 .18  .16 .34 .18 .28-.40 .36 .19 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 650 10 .18 .18 .38 .23 .14-.58 .08-.68 .40 .25  .18 .38 .23 .14-.58 .40 .25 
      Complexity: Medium 2,184 33 .17 .17 .36 .19 .24-.47 .11-.61 .38 .20  .17 .36 .20 .24-.47 .38 .22 
      Complexity: Low 3,354 55 .14 .15 .32 .16 .24-.41 .12-.52 .34 .17  .14 .32 .16 .23-.41 .34 .17 
      Sample Type: USES 4,927 90 .16 .18 .35 .20 .28-.42 .09-.61 .38 .22  .16 .35 .21 .28-.43 .38 .22 
      Sample Type: Military 245 2 .04 .13 .11 .27 -.41-.57 -.24-.46 .11 .28  .04 .11 .27 -.41-.57 .11 .28 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,168 20 .17 .12 .35 .08 .24-.44 .25-.44 .36 .08  .17 .35 .09 .24-.45 .36 .09 
      Age: Below 40 5,174 87 .16 .16 .34 .16 .27-.41 .13-.55 .36 .17  .16 .34 .17 .27-.41 .36 .18 
      Age: 40 and above 777 10 .16 .18 .35 .26 .11-.55 .02-.68 .37 .27  .16 .35 .26 .11-.55 .37 .27 
      Clerical Job: No 6,425 100 .15 .15 .32 .15 .26-.38 .13-.52 .34 .16  .15 .32 .15 .26-.39 .34 .16 
      Clerical Job: Yes 915 12 .24 .19 .49 .23 .29-.65 .20-.78 .51 .24  .24 .49 .24 .28-.66 .51 .25 
      Context: Research 6,025 94 .15 .16 .34 .19 .27-.40 .09-.58 .35 .20  .15 .34 .19 .27-.40 .35 .21 
      Context: Admin. 77 2 .18 .21 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .05-.68 .38 .26  .18 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .38 .26 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 650 10 .18 .18 .38 .23 .14-.58 .08-.68 .40 .25  .18 .38 .23 .14-.58 .40 .25 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .23 .20 .49 .23 .21-.70 .20-.78 .52 .24  .23 .50 .25 .19-.72 .53 .26 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .23 .20 .49 .23 .21-.70 .20-.78 .52 .24  .23 .50 .25 .19-.72 .53 .26 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .17 .12 .38 .00 .18-.55 .38-.38 .40 .00  .16 .36 .00 .14-.54 .38 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .43 .35 .78 .32 -.13-1.00 .37-1.00 .82 .34  .43 .78 .32 -.13-1.00 .82 .34 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .22 .22 .48 .32 .07-.76 .07-.89 .51 .34  .23 .49 .35 .03-.78 .52 .37 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 214 2 .07 .04 .14 .00 .01-.26 .14-.14 .15 .00  .07 .14 .00 .01-.26 .15 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 124 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.18-.53 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.18-.53 .20 -- 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 214 2 .07 .04 .14 .00 .01-.26 .14-.14 .15 .00  .07 .14 .00 .01-.26 .15 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 214 2 .07 .04 .14 .00 .01-.26 .14-.14 .15 .00  .07 .14 .00 .01-.26 .15 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,184 33 .17 .17 .36 .19 .24-.47 .11-.61 .38 .20  .17 .36 .20 .24-.47 .38 .22 
            Sample Type: USES 1,189 25 .18 .18 .37 .19 .23-.50 .13-.61 .39 .20  .18 .37 .19 .23-.50 .39 .20 
                  Age: Below 40 1,122 24 .19 .18 .39 .18 .24-.52 .15-.62 .41 .19  .19 .39 .18 .24-.52 .41 .19 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.47-.51 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.47-.51 .03 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,107 23 .20 .17 .41 .15 .27-.53 .22-.60 .43 .15  .20 .41 .15 .27-.53 .43 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 -.09 .02 -.20 .00 -.24--.15 -.20--.20 -.21 .00  -.09 -.20 .00 -.24--.15 -.21 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,072 23 .20 .18 .41 .18 .26-.54 .18-.63 .43 .19  .20 .41 .18 .26-.54 .43 .19 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 128 1 -.05 -- -.16 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.17 --  -.05 -.16 -- -.60-.38 -.17 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 128 1 -.05 -- -.16 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.17 --  -.05 -.16 -- -.60-.38 -.17 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 -.05 -- -.16 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.17 --  -.05 -.16 -- -.60-.38 -.17 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 867 7 .19 .14 .39 .16 .19-.57 .18-.60 .41 .17  .20 .41 .18 .19-.61 .43 .19 
                  Age: Below 40 669 3 .15 .08 .31 .00 .12-.48 .31-.31 .32 .00  .15 .31 .03 .10-.49 .32 .03 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 721 4 .16 .08 .33 .00 .16-.48 .33-.33 .34 .00  .16 .33 .00 .14-.51 .35 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 146 3 .36 .24 .66 .23 .18-.93 .37-.95 .69 .24  .36 .66 .23 .18-.93 .69 .24 
                  Context: Research 541 2 .17 .07 .35 .00 .15-.53 .35-.35 .37 .00  .18 .37 .00 .13-.57 .39 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .18 .21 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .05-.68 .38 .26  .18 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .38 .26 
      Complexity: Low 3,354 55 .14 .15 .32 .16 .24-.41 .12-.52 .34 .17  .14 .32 .16 .23-.41 .34 .17 
            Sample Type: USES 2,980 50 .14 .16 .33 .17 .23-.42 .11-.54 .35 .18  .14 .33 .17 .23-.42 .35 .18 
                  Age: Below 40 2,271 41 .13 .15 .31 .12 .20-.40 .16-.45 .33 .12  .13 .31 .11 .20-.40 .33 .12 
                  Age: 40 and above 710 9 .18 .19 .40 .28 .14-.61 .05-.75 .42 .29  .18 .40 .29 .12-.62 .42 .31 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,980 50 .14 .16 .33 .17 .23-.42 .11-.54 .35 .18  .14 .33 .17 .23-.42 .35 .18 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,873 48 .15 .16 .34 .17 .24-.43 .11-.56 .36 .19  .15 .34 .18 .24-.43 .36 .19 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 374 5 .13 .14 .28 .12 .03-.51 .13-.43 .29 .12  .13 .28 .12 .03-.51 .29 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .12 .08 .26 .00 .06-.45 .26-.26 .28 .00  .12 .26 .00 .06-.45 .28 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 307 4 .09 .10 .19 .00 -.02-.39 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.02-.39 .20 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 67 1 .33 -- .64 -- .25-.88 ----- .66 --  .33 .64 -- .25-.88 .66 -- 
                  Context: Research 307 4 .09 .10 .19 .00 -.02-.39 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.02-.39 .20 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 1,394 11 .13 .14 .28 .19 .11-.44 .03-.53 .29 .20  .11 .25 .22 .05-.43 .26 .23 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 90 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.37-.48 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.37-.48 .07 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 849 7 .10 .14 .22 .21 -.01-.43 -.05-.49 .23 .22  .08 .19 .24 -.07-.42 .20 .25 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.50-.43 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.50-.43 -.05 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 173 3 .03 .24 .07 .45 -.51-.60 -.51-.65 .07 .48  .03 .07 .45 -.51-.60 .07 .48 
      Sample Type: Military 128 1 -.05 -- -.15 -- -.59-.36 ----- -.16 --  -.05 -.15 -- -.59-.36 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,093 7 .16 .10 .34 .06 .19-.48 .27-.42 .36 .06  .16 .34 .08 .17-.49 .36 .08 
      Age: Below 40 644 4 .12 .13 .25 .21 -.03-.50 -.01-.52 .26 .22  .07 .16 .31 -.25-.52 .17 .33 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 990 8 .09 .13 .19 .20 -.01-.38 -.06-.45 .20 .20  .06 .14 .21 -.08-.36 .15 .22 
      Clerical Job: Yes 404 3 .23 .10 .46 .00 .25-.64 .46-.46 .48 .00  .23 .47 .00 .22-.66 .48 .00 
      Context: Research 883 6 .08 .13 .18 .21 -.05-.40 -.09-.45 .19 .22  .06 .13 .22 -.13-.37 .13 .23 
      Context: Admin. 77 2 .18 .21 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .05-.68 .38 .26  .18 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .38 .26 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 90 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.37-.48 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.37-.48 .07 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 90 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.37-.48 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.37-.48 .07 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 90 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.37-.48 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.37-.48 .07 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Research 90 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.37-.48 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.37-.48 .07 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 849 7 .10 .14 .22 .21 -.01-.43 -.05-.49 .23 .22  .08 .19 .24 -.07-.42 .20 .25 
            Sample Type: USES 173 3 .03 .24 .06 .43 -.49-.58 -.49-.62 .07 .46  .03 .06 .43 -.49-.58 .07 .46 
                  Age: Below 40 173 3 .03 .24 .06 .43 -.49-.58 -.49-.62 .07 .46  .03 .06 .43 -.49-.58 .07 .46 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 173 3 .03 .24 .06 .43 -.49-.58 -.49-.62 .07 .46  .03 .06 .43 -.49-.58 .07 .46 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 118 2 .05 .33 .10 .66 -.74-.83 -.75-.94 .11 .70  .05 .10 .66 -.74-.83 .11 .70 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 128 1 -.05 -- -.16 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.17 --  -.05 -.16 -- -.60-.38 -.17 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 128 1 -.05 -- -.16 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.17 --  -.05 -.16 -- -.60-.38 -.17 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 -.05 -- -.16 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.17 --  -.05 -.16 -- -.60-.38 -.17 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 548 3 .15 .07 .32 .00 .16-.47 .32-.32 .34 .00  .16 .33 .00 .12-.51 .34 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 471 1 .15 -- .31 -- .13-.48 ----- .33 --  .15 .31 -- .11-.50 .33 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 523 2 .16 .06 .34 .00 .18-.48 .34-.34 .35 .00  .17 .36 .00 .16-.52 .37 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 25 1 -.04 -- -.09 -- -.77-.67 ----- -.09 --  -.04 -.09 -- -.77-.67 -.09 -- 
                  Context: Research 471 1 .15 -- .31 -- .13-.48 ----- .33 --  .15 .32 -- .08-.52 .33 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .18 .21 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .05-.68 .38 .26  .18 .37 .25 -.25-.80 .38 .26 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.50-.43 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.50-.43 -.05 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.50-.43 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.50-.43 -.05 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.50-.43 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.50-.43 -.05 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 76 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.50-.43 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.50-.43 -.05 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 5,750 99 .16 .16 .35 .16 .29-.42 .15-.56 .38 .17  .16 .35 .16 .29-.42 .38 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 560 9 .20 .19 .43 .22 .18-.63 .14-.71 .45 .24  .20 .43 .22 .18-.63 .45 .24 
      Complexity: Medium 1,258 25 .20 .16 .41 .10 .28-.52 .28-.54 .43 .11  .20 .41 .10 .28-.52 .43 .11 
      Complexity: Low 3,278 54 .15 .15 .33 .15 .24-.42 .14-.53 .35 .16  .15 .33 .15 .24-.42 .35 .16 
      Sample Type: USES 4,754 87 .17 .17 .36 .19 .29-.43 .12-.61 .39 .20  .17 .36 .19 .29-.44 .39 .21 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .13 -- .38 -- -.15-.73 ----- .39 --  .13 .38 -- -.15-.73 .39 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 879 11 .15 .11 .31 .00 .18-.42 .31-.31 .32 .00  .15 .31 .00 .18-.42 .32 .00 
      Age: Below 40 4,530 83 .16 .17 .35 .16 .28-.42 .14-.56 .37 .17  .16 .36 .16 .28-.43 .38 .17 
      Age: 40 and above 777 10 .16 .18 .35 .26 .11-.55 .02-.68 .37 .27  .16 .35 .26 .11-.55 .37 .27 
      Clerical Job: No 5,316 91 .16 .16 .35 .14 .28-.41 .17-.53 .37 .15  .16 .35 .14 .28-.41 .37 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 434 8 .21 .24 .43 .34 .09-.69 .00-.86 .45 .35  .21 .43 .34 .09-.69 .45 .35 
      Context: Research 5,142 88 .17 .17 .36 .18 .29-.43 .13-.59 .38 .19  .17 .36 .18 .29-.43 .38 .19 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 560 9 .20 .19 .43 .22 .18-.63 .14-.71 .45 .24  .20 .43 .22 .18-.63 .45 .24 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .23 .20 .49 .23 .21-.70 .20-.78 .52 .24  .23 .50 .25 .19-.72 .53 .26 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .23 .20 .49 .23 .21-.70 .20-.78 .52 .24  .23 .50 .25 .19-.72 .53 .26 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .17 .12 .38 .00 .18-.55 .38-.38 .40 .00  .16 .36 .00 .14-.54 .38 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .43 .35 .78 .32 -.13-1.00 .37-1.00 .82 .34  .43 .78 .32 -.13-1.00 .82 .34 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .22 .22 .48 .32 .07-.76 .07-.89 .51 .34  .23 .49 .35 .03-.78 .52 .37 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 124 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.18-.53 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.18-.53 .20 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 124 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.18-.53 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.18-.53 .20 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 124 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.18-.53 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.18-.53 .20 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 124 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.18-.53 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.18-.53 .20 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,258 25 .20 .16 .41 .10 .28-.52 .28-.54 .43 .11  .20 .41 .10 .28-.52 .43 .11 
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            Sample Type: USES 1,016 22 .20 .17 .42 .10 .28-.54 .29-.55 .44 .11  .20 .42 .10 .28-.54 .44 .11 
                  Age: Below 40 949 21 .22 .16 .44 .07 .31-.56 .35-.53 .47 .07  .22 .44 .07 .31-.56 .47 .07 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .01 -- .03 -- -.47-.51 ----- .03 --  .01 .03 -- -.47-.51 .03 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 934 20 .23 .15 .46 .00 .35-.57 .46-.46 .49 .00  .23 .46 .00 .35-.57 .49 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 -.09 .02 -.20 .00 -.24--.15 -.20--.20 -.21 .00  -.09 -.20 .00 -.24--.15 -.21 .00 
                  Context: Research 954 21 .22 .17 .44 .08 .31-.56 .34-.54 .47 .08  .22 .44 .08 .31-.56 .47 .08 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 242 3 .17 .16 .36 .19 -.02-.66 .11-.61 .37 .20  .17 .36 .19 -.02-.66 .37 .20 
                  Age: Below 40 198 2 .14 .17 .29 .26 -.21-.69 -.04-.63 .31 .27  .14 .29 .26 -.21-.69 .31 .27 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 198 2 .14 .17 .29 .26 -.21-.69 -.04-.63 .31 .27  .14 .29 .26 -.21-.69 .31 .27 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 44 1 .32 -- .61 -- .11-.91 ----- .64 --  .32 .61 -- .11-.91 .64 -- 
                  Context: Research 70 1 .30 -- .58 -- .18-.84 ----- .61 --  .30 .58 -- .18-.84 .61 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 3,278 54 .15 .15 .33 .15 .24-.42 .14-.53 .35 .16  .15 .33 .15 .24-.42 .35 .16 
            Sample Type: USES 2,980 50 .14 .16 .33 .17 .23-.42 .11-.54 .35 .18  .14 .33 .17 .23-.42 .35 .18 
                  Age: Below 40 2,271 41 .13 .15 .31 .12 .20-.40 .16-.45 .33 .12  .13 .31 .11 .20-.40 .33 .12 
                  Age: 40 and above 710 9 .18 .19 .40 .28 .14-.61 .05-.75 .42 .29  .18 .40 .29 .12-.62 .42 .31 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,980 50 .14 .16 .33 .17 .23-.42 .11-.54 .35 .18  .14 .33 .17 .23-.42 .35 .18 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,873 48 .15 .16 .34 .17 .24-.43 .11-.56 .36 .19  .15 .34 .18 .24-.43 .36 .19 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 298 4 .17 .12 .36 .00 .11-.57 .36-.36 .37 .00  .17 .36 .00 .11-.57 .37 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .12 .08 .26 .00 .06-.45 .26-.26 .28 .00  .12 .26 .00 .06-.45 .28 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 231 3 .12 .08 .26 .00 .06-.45 .26-.26 .28 .00  .12 .26 .00 .06-.45 .28 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 67 1 .33 -- .64 -- .25-.88 ----- .66 --  .33 .64 -- .25-.88 .66 -- 
                  Context: Research 231 3 .12 .08 .26 .00 .06-.45 .26-.26 .28 .00  .12 .26 .00 .06-.45 .27 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All 196 2 .27 .27 .53 .38 -.22-.94 .04-1.00 .55 .40  .27 .53 .38 -.22-.94 .55 .40 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 77 1 .50 -- .83 -- .63-.96 ----- .86 --  .50 .83 -- .63-.96 .86 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 196 2 .27 .27 .53 .38 -.22-.94 .04-1.00 .55 .40  .27 .53 .38 -.22-.94 .55 .40 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 119 1 .12 -- .25 -- -.14-.57 ----- .26 --  .12 .25 -- -.14-.57 .26 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 77 1 .50 -- .83 -- .63-.96 ----- .86 --  .50 .83 -- .63-.96 .86 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 77 1 .50 -- .83 -- .63-.96 ----- .86 --  .50 .83 -- .63-.96 .86 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 77 1 .50 -- .83 -- .63-.96 ----- .86 --  .50 .83 -- .63-.96 .86 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 77 1 .50 -- .83 -- .63-.96 ----- .86 --  .50 .83 -- .63-.96 .86 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 134 1 .21 -- .48 -- .12-.74 ----- .50 --  .21 .48 -- .12-.74 .50 -- 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 134 1 .21 -- .48 -- .12-.74 ----- .50 --  .21 .48 -- .12-.74 .50 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 134 1 .21 -- .48 -- .12-.74 ----- .50 --  .21 .48 -- .12-.74 .50 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 134 1 .21 -- .48 -- .12-.74 ----- .50 --  .21 .48 -- .12-.74 .50 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 134 1 .21 -- .48 -- .12-.74 ----- .50 --  .21 .48 -- .12-.74 .50 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 134 1 .21 -- .48 -- .12-.74 ----- .50 --  .21 .48 -- .12-.74 .50 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A113 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
           
All 189 2 -.15 .01 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.33--.33 -.35 .00  -.15 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.35 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 113 1 -.15 -- -.32 -- -.63-.07 ----- -.34 --  -.15 -.32 -- -.63-.07 -.34 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.36 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.36 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.15 -- -.33 -- -.64-.07 ----- -.35 --  -.15 -.33 -- -.68-.13 -.35 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.35 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.35 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.15 -- -.32 -- -.63-.07 ----- -.34 --  -.15 -.32 -- -.63-.07 -.34 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 189 2 -.15 .01 -.33 .00 -.36--.31 -.33--.33 -.35 .00  -.15 -.33 .00 -.36--.31 -.35 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 189 2 -.15 .01 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.33--.33 -.35 .00  -.15 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.35 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
           
All 189 2 -.15 .01 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.33--.33 -.35 .00  -.15 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.35 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 113 1 -.15 -- -.32 -- -.63-.07 ----- -.34 --  -.15 -.32 -- -.63-.07 -.34 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.36 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.36 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.15 -- -.33 -- -.64-.07 ----- -.35 --  -.15 -.33 -- -.68-.13 -.35 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.35 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.35 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.15 -- -.32 -- -.63-.07 ----- -.34 --  -.15 -.32 -- -.63-.07 -.34 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 189 2 -.15 .01 -.33 .00 -.36--.31 -.33--.33 -.35 .00  -.15 -.33 .00 -.36--.31 -.35 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 189 2 -.15 .01 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.33--.33 -.35 .00  -.15 -.33 .00 -.35--.31 -.35 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
   
All 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.35 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.35 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.36 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.36 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.35 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.35 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.35 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 -.16 -- -.34 -- -.70-.13 ----- -.35 --  -.16 -.34 -- -.70-.13 -.35 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
   
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
    
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
       
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
     
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
    
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
       
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
       
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
      
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
      
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
     
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
       
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
      
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A114 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and OCB  
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All 500 3 -.02 .02 -.07 .00 -.14-.00 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.03 -.08 .00 -.15-.00 -.08 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.04 -- -.08 -- -.53-.40 ----- -.08 --  -.04 -.08 -- -.53-.40 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 424 2 -.02 .03 -.07 .00 -.17-.04 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.02 -.07 .00 -.17-.04 -.07 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.04 -- -.08 -- -.52-.40 ----- -.08 --  -.04 -.08 -- -.52-.40 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 500 3 -.02 .02 -.07 .00 -.14-.00 -.07--.07 -.07 .00  -.03 -.08 .00 -.15-.00 -.08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 193 2 -.04 .01 -.12 .00 -.15--.08 -.12--.12 -.12 .00  -.04 -.12 .00 -.15--.08 -.12 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All 383 2 -.03 .05 -.08 .00 -.27-.12 -.08--.08 -.08 .00  -.03 -.09 .00 -.31-.13 -.10 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.10 -- -.22 -- -.63-.27 ----- -.23 --  -.10 -.22 -- -.63-.27 -.23 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.36-.30 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.36-.30 -.03 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.10 -- -.21 -- -.62-.26 ----- -.22 --  -.10 -.21 -- -.62-.26 -.22 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 383 2 -.03 .05 -.08 .00 -.27-.12 -.08--.08 -.08 .00  -.03 -.10 .00 -.31-.13 -.10 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 -.10 -- -.22 -- -.62-.27 ----- -.22 --  -.10 -.22 -- -.62-.27 -.22 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All 307 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.36-.30 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.41-.36 -.03 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.36-.30 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.36-.30 -.03 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 307 1 -.01 -- -.03 -- -.36-.30 ----- -.03 --  -.01 -.03 -- -.42-.36 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
          
All 193 2 -.02 .06 -.05 .00 -.25-.15 -.05--.05 -.05 .00  -.02 -.05 .00 -.25-.15 -.05 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.41-.52 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.41-.52 .07 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 -.05 -- -.15 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.16 --  -.05 -.15 -- -.60-.38 -.16 -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.41-.51 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.41-.51 .07 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 193 2 -.02 .06 -.05 .00 -.25-.15 -.05--.05 -.05 .00  -.02 -.05 .00 -.25-.15 -.05 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 193 2 -.02 .06 -.05 .00 -.25-.15 -.05--.05 -.05 .00  -.02 -.05 .00 -.25-.15 -.05 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
         
All 117 1 -.05 -- -.15 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.16 --  -.05 -.15 -- -.60-.38 -.16 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 -.05 -- -.15 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.16 --  -.05 -.15 -- -.60-.38 -.16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 -.05 -- -.15 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.16 --  -.05 -.15 -- -.60-.38 -.16 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 -.05 -- -.15 -- -.60-.38 ----- -.16 --  -.05 -.15 -- -.60-.38 -.16 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All 76 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.41-.51 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.41-.51 .07 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.41-.52 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.41-.52 .07 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.41-.51 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.41-.51 .07 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.41-.51 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.41-.51 .07 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.41-.51 ----- .07 --  .03 .07 -- -.41-.51 .07 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A115 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Performance Outcomes 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .16 -- .25 -- -.12-.57 ----- .26 --  .16 .25 -- -.12-.57 .26 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All 67 1 .21 -- .32 -- -.04-.61 ----- .33 --  .21 .32 -- -.04-.61 .33 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .21 -- .32 -- -.04-.61 ----- .33 --  .21 .32 -- -.04-.61 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .21 -- .32 -- -.04-.61 ----- .33 --  .21 .32 -- -.04-.61 .33 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .21 -- .32 -- -.04-.62 ----- .33 --  .21 .32 -- -.04-.62 .33 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .21 -- .32 -- -.04-.61 ----- .33 --  .21 .32 -- -.04-.61 .33 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
       
All 67 1 .34 -- .50 -- .20-.73 ----- .52 --  .34 .50 -- .20-.73 .52 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .34 -- .50 -- .20-.73 ----- .52 --  .34 .50 -- .20-.73 .52 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .34 -- .50 -- .20-.73 ----- .52 --  .34 .50 -- .20-.73 .52 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .34 -- .50 -- .20-.73 ----- .52 --  .34 .50 -- .20-.73 .52 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .34 -- .50 -- .20-.73 ----- .52 --  .34 .50 -- .20-.73 .52 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
        
All 67 1 -.07 -- -.11 -- -.46-.27 ----- -.12 --  -.07 -.11 -- -.46-.27 -.12 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.07 -- -.11 -- -.46-.27 ----- -.12 --  -.07 -.11 -- -.46-.27 -.12 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.07 -- -.11 -- -.46-.27 ----- -.12 --  -.07 -.11 -- -.46-.27 -.12 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.07 -- -.11 -- -.46-.27 ----- -.12 --  -.07 -.11 -- -.46-.27 -.12 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 -.07 -- -.11 -- -.46-.27 ----- -.12 --  -.07 -.11 -- -.46-.27 -.12 -- 
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Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All 67 1 .12 -- .19 -- -.19-.52 ----- .20 --  .12 .19 -- -.19-.52 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .12 -- .19 -- -.19-.52 ----- .20 --  .12 .19 -- -.19-.52 .20 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .12 -- .19 -- -.19-.52 ----- .20 --  .12 .19 -- -.19-.52 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .12 -- .19 -- -.19-.52 ----- .20 --  .12 .19 -- -.19-.52 .20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .12 -- .19 -- -.19-.52 ----- .20 --  .12 .19 -- -.19-.52 .20 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .20 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  1027 
 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .20 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .09 -- .19 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .19 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .09 -- .20 -- -.32-.63 ----- .20 --  .09 .20 -- -.32-.63 .20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A116 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A117 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A118 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A119 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A120 
Predictive Validity for Verbal Ability and Miscellaneous Other 
   
Sample Size Weighted  
 
Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
          
All 519 1 -.13 -- -.38 -- -.57--.14 ----- -.39 --  -.13 -.38 -- -.65-.00 -.39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 -.13 -- -.38 -- -.57--.14 ----- -.39 --  -.13 -.38 -- -.57--.14 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 -.13 -- -.38 -- -.57--.14 ----- -.39 --  -.13 -.38 -- -.65-.01 -.39 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A121 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Performance Determinants 
   
Sample Size Weighted  
 
Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All 653 3 .32 .08 .66 .00 .53-.75 .66-.66 .73 .00  .33 .68 .00 .50-.79 .75 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 69 1 .27 -- .63 -- .14-.84 ----- .69 --  .27 .63 -- .14-.84 .69 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 597 2 .30 .01 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 .73 .00  .30 .66 .00 .64-.68 .73 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 56 1 .52 -- .65 -- .43-.84 ----- .71 --  .52 .65 -- .43-.84 .71 -- 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .27 -- .63 -- .14-.84 ----- .69 --  .27 .63 -- .14-.84 .69 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 653 3 .32 .08 .66 .00 .53-.76 .66-.66 .73 .00  .33 .68 .00 .50-.79 .75 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 597 2 .30 .01 .66 .00 .64-.68 .66-.66 .73 .00  .29 .66 .00 .63-.69 .73 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 69 1 .27 -- .63 -- .14-.84 ----- .69 --  .27 .63 -- .14-.84 .69 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 69 1 .27 -- .63 -- .14-.84 ----- .69 --  .27 .63 -- .14-.84 .69 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .27 -- .63 -- .14-.84 ----- .69 --  .27 .63 -- .14-.84 .69 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 69 1 .27 -- .63 -- .14-.84 ----- .69 --  .27 .63 -- .14-.84 .69 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 69 1 .27 -- .63 -- .14-.84 ----- .69 --  .27 .63 -- .14-.84 .69 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  1036 
 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 223 3 .16 .17 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .07-.56 .34 .21  .16 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .34 .21 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.71-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.71-.61 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .34 -- .55 -- .17-.85 ----- .59 --  .34 .55 -- .17-.85 .59 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.70-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.70-.61 -.11 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.70-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.70-.61 -.11 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 170 2 .10 .15 .21 .18 -.23-.59 -.02-.44 .23 .20  .10 .21 .18 -.23-.59 .23 .20 
      Clerical Job: Yes 53 1 .34 -- .55 -- .17-.85 ----- .59 --  .34 .55 -- .17-.85 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 223 3 .16 .17 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .07-.56 .34 .21  .16 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .34 .21 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
          
All 223 3 .16 .17 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .07-.56 .34 .21  .16 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .34 .21 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.71-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.71-.61 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .34 -- .55 -- .17-.85 ----- .59 --  .34 .55 -- .17-.85 .59 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.70-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.70-.61 -.11 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.70-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.70-.61 -.11 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 170 2 .10 .15 .21 .18 -.23-.59 -.02-.44 .23 .20  .10 .21 .18 -.23-.59 .23 .20 
      Clerical Job: Yes 53 1 .34 -- .55 -- .17-.85 ----- .59 --  .34 .55 -- .17-.85 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 223 3 .16 .17 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .07-.56 .34 .21  .16 .31 .19 -.07-.63 .34 .21 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
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All 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.70-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.70-.61 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.71-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.71-.61 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.70-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.70-.61 -.11 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.70-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.70-.61 -.11 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.71-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.71-.61 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 69 1 -.03 -- -.10 -- -.71-.61 ----- -.11 --  -.03 -.10 -- -.71-.61 -.11 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .34 -- .55 -- .17-.85 ----- .59 --  .34 .55 -- .17-.85 .59 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 101 1 .18 -- .31 -- -.01-.59 ----- .33 --  .18 .31 -- -.01-.59 .33 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 53 1 .34 -- .55 -- .17-.85 ----- .59 --  .34 .55 -- .17-.85 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 154 2 .24 .11 .39 .00 .15-.61 .39-.39 .43 .00  .24 .39 .00 .15-.61 .43 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A122 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Task Performance  
 
  
Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
             
All 1,856 6 .40 .06 .53 .00 .45-.61 .53-.53 .69 .00  .41 .53 .00 .46-.61 .71 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,210 3 .45 .03 .58 .00 .49-.65 .58-.58 .81 .00  .45 .58 .00 .49-.65 .81 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .45 .03 .58 .00 .49-.65 .58-.58 .81 .00  .45 .58 .00 .49-.65 .81 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 646 3 .30 .08 .45 .00 .31-.57 .45-.45 .48 .00  .29 .43 .00 .29-.56 .46 .00 
      Age: Below 40 471 2 .32 .09 .51 .00 .32-.68 .51-.51 .54 .00  .27 .44 .05 .15-.68 .47 .06 
      Age: 40 and above 188 1 .20 -- .30 -- .10-.50 ----- .33 --  .20 .30 -- .07-.52 .33 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,266 4 .45 .04 .57 .00 .50-.64 .57-.57 .79 .00  .45 .57 .00 .50-.64 .79 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 590 2 .30 .10 .45 .08 .25-.63 .35-.55 .49 .09  .28 .42 .09 .21-.61 .46 .09 
      Context: Research 1,543 3 .44 .03 .57 .00 .50-.64 .57-.57 .76 .00  .45 .57 .00 .50-.64 .78 .00 
      Context: Admin. 257 2 .19 .02 .34 .00 .28-.39 .34-.34 .37 .00  .19 .34 .00 .28-.39 .37 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,210 3 .45 .03 .58 .00 .49-.65 .58-.58 .81 .00  .45 .58 .00 .49-.65 .81 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .45 .03 .58 .00 .49-.65 .58-.58 .81 .00  .45 .58 .00 .49-.65 .81 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .16 -- .48 -- -.22-.81 ----- .53 --  .16 .48 -- -.22-.81 .53 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,210 3 .45 .03 .58 .00 .49-.65 .58-.58 .81 .00  .45 .58 .00 .49-.65 .81 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .47 .03 .59 .00 .53-.64 .59-.59 .83 .00  .47 .59 .00 .53-.64 .83 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 69 1 .16 -- .48 -- -.22-.81 ----- .53 --  .16 .48 -- -.22-.81 .53 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
             
All 139 2 .38 .07 .53 .00 .40-.66 .53-.53 .58 .00  .38 .53 .00 .40-.66 .58 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 139 2 .38 .07 .53 .00 .40-.66 .53-.53 .58 .00  .38 .53 .00 .40-.66 .58 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 139 2 .38 .07 .53 .00 .40-.66 .53-.53 .58 .00  .38 .53 .00 .40-.66 .58 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 139 2 .38 .07 .53 .00 .40-.66 .53-.53 .58 .00  .38 .53 .00 .40-.66 .58 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
           
All 997 4 .08 .09 .21 .13 -.03-.43 .04-.39 .24 .15  .10 .27 .10 .00-.49 .30 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 708 2 .03 .00 .10 .00 .09-.12 .10-.10 .11 .00  .03 .10 .00 .09-.12 .11 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 289 2 .20 .04 .33 .00 .25-.41 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .25-.41 .36 .00 
      Age: Below 40 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.39-.52 ----- .10 --  .03 .09 -- -.54-.64 .10 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 289 2 .20 .04 .33 .00 .25-.41 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .24-.41 .36 .00 
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      Clerical Job: No 809 3 .05 .06 .15 .00 -.05-.33 .15-.15 .16 .00  .06 .18 .00 -.07-.40 .19 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 188 1 .22 -- .36 -- .14-.57 ----- .39 --  .22 .36 -- .14-.57 .39 -- 
      Context: Research 477 3 .13 .11 .28 .08 .02-.51 .18-.38 .31 .08  .13 .28 .08 .02-.51 .31 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 997 4 .08 .09 .21 .13 -.03-.43 .05-.38 .23 .14  .10 .27 .10 .00-.49 .29 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 708 2 .03 .00 .10 .00 .09-.12 .10-.10 .11 .00  .03 .10 .00 .09-.12 .11 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 289 2 .20 .04 .33 .00 .24-.42 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .24-.42 .36 .00 
      Age: Below 40 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.39-.52 ----- .10 --  .03 .09 -- -.54-.64 .10 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 289 2 .20 .04 .33 .00 .24-.42 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .23-.42 .35 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 809 3 .05 .05 .14 .00 -.05-.32 .14-.14 .16 .00  .05 .17 .00 -.06-.39 .19 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 188 1 .22 -- .36 -- .14-.57 ----- .39 --  .22 .36 -- .14-.57 .39 -- 
      Context: Research 477 3 .13 .11 .28 .08 .02-.51 .18-.38 .31 .08  .13 .28 .08 .02-.51 .31 .08 
  1042 
 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 188 1 .02 -- .09 -- -.40-.53 ----- .10 --  .02 .09 -- -.40-.53 .10 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All 101 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.05-.56 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.05-.56 .29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 101 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.05-.56 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.05-.56 .29 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 101 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.05-.56 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.05-.56 .29 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 101 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.05-.56 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.05-.56 .29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 101 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.05-.56 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.05-.56 .29 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 101 1 .17 -- .28 -- -.03-.57 ----- .31 --  .17 .28 -- -.03-.57 .31 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
            
All 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.27 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.27 -.29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.28 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.28 -.29 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.27 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.27 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.27 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.73-.45 -.29 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.28 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.28 -.29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.28 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.28 -.29 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.27 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.27 -.29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.28 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.28 -.29 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.27 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.27 -.29 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.27 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.73-.45 -.29 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.28 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.28 -.29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 188 1 -.07 -- -.26 -- -.65-.28 ----- -.29 --  -.07 -.26 -- -.65-.28 -.29 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A123 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Overall Performance 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 1,937 15 .10 .12 .17 .12 .07-.27 .02-.32 .19 .13  .11 .18 .11 .07-.28 .19 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 555 4 .08 .10 .13 .07 -.03-.29 .04-.22 .14 .08  .07 .12 .08 -.05-.30 .13 .08 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.08-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .35 -- -.08-.72 .38 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,937 15 .10 .12 .17 .12 .07-.27 .02-.32 .19 .13  .10 .17 .12 .07-.28 .19 .13 
      Age: Below 40 363 2 -.01 .05 -.02 .00 -.13-.08 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  .00 .01 .00 -.12-.14 .01 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 342 3 .12 .09 .20 .00 .03-.36 .20-.20 .22 .00  .11 .19 .00 .01-.36 .21 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,318 10 .08 .11 .13 .10 .02-.24 .01-.25 .14 .10  .08 .14 .09 .02-.26 .15 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 619 5 .16 .13 .26 .14 .06-.44 .08-.43 .28 .15  .15 .25 .14 .05-.44 .27 .15 
      Context: Research 1,309 9 .07 .09 .12 .06 .01-.22 .04-.19 .13 .07  .07 .12 .05 .01-.22 .13 .06 
      Context: Admin. 77 2 .15 .20 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .04-.45 .26 .17  .15 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .26 .17 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 555 4 .08 .10 .13 .07 -.03-.29 .04-.22 .14 .08  .07 .12 .08 -.05-.30 .13 .08 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 555 4 .08 .10 .13 .07 -.03-.29 .04-.22 .14 .08  .07 .12 .08 -.06-.30 .13 .08 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 424 2 .12 .06 .20 .00 .05-.35 .20-.20 .22 .00  .13 .21 .00 .04-.37 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 131 2 -.06 .00 -.10 .00 -.11--.09 -.10--.10 -.11 .00  -.06 -.10 .00 -.11--.09 -.11 .00 
                  Context: Research 372 1 .10 -- .17 -- .00-.34 ----- .19 --  .10 .17 -- -.02-.36 .19 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .15 .20 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .04-.45 .26 .17  .15 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .26 .17 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.08-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .35 -- -.08-.72 .38 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 53 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.08-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .35 -- -.08-.72 .38 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 53 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.08-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .35 -- -.08-.72 .38 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 53 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.08-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .35 -- -.08-.72 .38 -- 
                  Context: Research 53 1 .21 -- .35 -- -.08-.72 ----- .38 --  .21 .35 -- -.08-.72 .38 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 1,128 9 .05 .11 .09 .11 -.03-.22 -.05-.24 .10 .12  .05 .09 .11 -.05-.22 .10 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 555 4 .08 .10 .13 .07 -.03-.29 .04-.22 .14 .08  .07 .12 .08 -.05-.30 .13 .08 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .26 -- .43 -- .01-.77 ----- .46 --  .26 .43 -- .01-.77 .46 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,128 9 .05 .11 .09 .11 -.03-.22 -.05-.24 .10 .12  .05 .09 .11 -.04-.22 .09 .12 
      Age: Below 40 363 2 -.01 .05 -.02 .00 -.13-.08 -.02--.02 -.02 .00  .00 .01 .00 -.12-.14 .01 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 53 1 .26 -- .43 -- .01-.77 ----- .46 --  .26 .43 -- .01-.77 .46 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 944 6 .06 .11 .10 .11 -.05-.24 -.05-.25 .11 .12  .06 .10 .12 -.06-.25 .11 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 184 3 .03 .18 .06 .20 -.28-.39 -.20-.32 .06 .22  .03 .06 .20 -.28-.39 .06 .22 
      Context: Research 945 6 .06 .11 .10 .12 -.05-.25 -.05-.26 .11 .13  .06 .10 .12 -.06-.25 .11 .14 
      Context: Admin. 77 2 .15 .20 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .04-.45 .26 .17  .15 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .26 .17 




                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 555 4 .08 .10 .13 .07 -.03-.29 .04-.22 .14 .08  .07 .12 .08 -.05-.30 .13 .08 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 555 4 .08 .10 .13 .07 -.03-.29 .04-.22 .14 .08  .07 .12 .08 -.06-.30 .13 .08 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 424 2 .12 .06 .20 .00 .05-.35 .20-.20 .22 .00  .13 .21 .00 .04-.37 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 131 2 -.06 .00 -.10 .00 -.11--.09 -.10--.10 -.11 .00  -.06 -.10 .00 -.11--.09 -.11 .00 
                  Context: Research 372 1 .10 -- .17 -- .00-.34 ----- .19 --  .10 .17 -- -.02-.36 .19 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .15 .20 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .04-.45 .26 .17  .15 .24 .16 -.21-.65 .26 .17 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .26 -- .43 -- .01-.77 ----- .46 --  .26 .43 -- .01-.77 .46 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 53 1 .26 -- .43 -- .01-.77 ----- .46 --  .26 .43 -- .01-.77 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 53 1 .26 -- .43 -- .01-.77 ----- .46 --  .26 .43 -- .01-.77 .46 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 53 1 .26 -- .43 -- .01-.77 ----- .46 --  .26 .43 -- .01-.77 .46 -- 
                  Context: Research 53 1 .26 -- .43 -- .01-.77 ----- .46 --  .26 .43 -- .01-.77 .46 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 862 7 .17 .09 .29 .00 .17-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .17 .28 .00 .17-.39 .31 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.18-.66 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.18-.66 .29 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 862 7 .17 .09 .29 .00 .17-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .17 .29 .00 .17-.40 .31 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 342 3 .11 .08 .19 .00 .03-.33 .19-.19 .20 .00  .11 .18 .00 .02-.33 .19 .00 
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      Clerical Job: No 374 4 .13 .11 .21 .02 .03-.39 .18-.24 .23 .02  .13 .21 .02 .03-.39 .23 .02 
      Clerical Job: Yes 488 3 .21 .07 .34 .00 .22-.46 .34-.34 .37 .00  .20 .34 .00 .22-.45 .37 .00 
      Context: Research 417 4 .11 .07 .18 .00 .06-.29 .18-.18 .19 .00  .11 .18 .00 .06-.29 .19 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 198 2 .20 .10 .33 .00 .11-.54 .33-.33 .36 .00  .20 .33 .00 .11-.54 .36 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 53 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.18-.66 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.18-.66 .29 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 53 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.18-.66 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.18-.66 .29 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 53 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.18-.66 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.18-.66 .29 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 53 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.18-.66 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.18-.66 .29 -- 
                  Context: Research 53 1 .16 -- .27 -- -.18-.66 ----- .29 --  .16 .27 -- -.18-.66 .29 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A124 
Predictive Validity for Grw and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N K ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A125 
Predictive Validity for Grw and OCB  
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All 393 2 .05 .02 .14 .00 .07-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .05 .14 .00 .06-.22 .16 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .04 -- .14 -- -.25-.48 ----- .16 --  .04 .14 -- -.25-.48 .16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 393 2 .05 .02 .14 .00 .07-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .05 .14 .00 .06-.22 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All 393 2 .05 .02 .14 .00 .07-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .05 .14 .00 .06-.22 .16 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .04 -- .14 -- -.25-.48 ----- .16 --  .04 .14 -- -.25-.48 .16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 393 2 .05 .02 .14 .00 .07-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .05 .14 .00 .06-.22 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All 393 2 .05 .02 .14 .00 .07-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .05 .14 .00 .06-.22 .16 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .04 -- .14 -- -.25-.48 ----- .16 --  .04 .14 -- -.25-.48 .16 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 393 2 .05 .02 .14 .00 .07-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .05 .14 .00 .06-.22 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.24-.46 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.24-.46 .13 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
            
All 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
        
All 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
 
All 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 86 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.29-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.29-.46 .10 -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A126 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A127 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Accidents 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.34-.32 -.01 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.20-.18 -.01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.35-.33 -.01 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.27-.25 -.01 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.34-.32 -.01 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.20-.18 -.01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.35-.33 -.01 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.27-.25 -.01 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.34-.32 -.01 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.20-.18 -.01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.35-.33 -.01 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- -.01 -- -.10-.08 ----- -.01 --  .00 -.01 -- -.27-.25 -.01 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A128 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A129 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A130 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A131 
Predictive Validity for Grw and Miscellaneous Other 
   
Sample Size Weighted  
 
Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
                 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All 519 1 -.10 -- -.34 -- -.56--.05 ----- -.38 --  -.10 -.34 -- -.65-.11 -.38 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 -.10 -- -.34 -- -.56--.05 ----- -.38 --  -.10 -.34 -- -.56--.05 -.38 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 -.10 -- -.34 -- -.56--.05 ----- -.38 --  -.10 -.34 -- -.65-.12 -.38 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A132 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Performance Determinants  
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
           
All 69,263 18 .26 .02 .52 .00 .50-.53 .52-.52 .54 .00  .28 .55 .11 .47-.63 .58 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,038 14 .28 .11 .44 .00 .35-.52 .44-.44 .46 .00  .28 .44 .00 .35-.52 .46 .00 
      Complexity: Low 10 1 -.39 -- -.45 -- -1.07-.24 ----- -.47 --  -.39 -.45 -- -1.07-.24 -.47 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 68,122 6 .26 .01 .52 .00 .51-.53 .52-.52 .54 .00  .28 .55 .00 .49-.60 .57 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,141 12 .30 .16 .36 .14 .26-.47 .18-.55 .38 .15  .30 .36 .14 .26-.47 .38 .15 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .18 -- .38 -- -.11-.72 ----- .40 --  .18 .38 -- -.11-.72 .40 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 69,166 14 .26 .02 .52 .00 .50-.53 .52-.52 .54 .00  .29 .56 .03 .49-.63 .59 .04 
      Clerical Job: Yes 97 4 .13 .39 .16 .39 -.29-.59 -.34-.65 .16 .40  .13 .16 .39 -.29-.59 .16 .40 
      Context: Research 2,475 13 .30 .08 .48 .00 .42-.54 .48-.48 .50 .00  .30 .48 .00 .41-.54 .50 .00 
      Context: Admin. 66,629 1 .26 -- .52 -- .51-.53 ----- .54 --  .26 .52 -- .35-.65 .54 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,038 14 .28 .11 .44 .00 .35-.52 .44-.44 .46 .00  .28 .44 .00 .35-.52 .46 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 965 4 .25 .03 .51 .00 .45-.55 .51-.51 .53 .00  .25 .51 .00 .45-.55 .53 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .18 -- .38 -- -.11-.72 ----- .40 --  .18 .38 -- -.11-.72 .40 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 965 4 .25 .03 .51 .00 .45-.55 .51-.51 .53 .00  .25 .51 .00 .45-.55 .53 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 965 4 .25 .03 .51 .00 .45-.55 .51-.51 .53 .00  .25 .51 .00 .45-.55 .53 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,073 10 .30 .15 .39 .13 .28-.50 .23-.55 .41 .13  .31 .39 .13 .28-.50 .41 .13 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 976 6 .32 .09 .41 .00 .32-.50 .41-.41 .43 .00  .32 .41 .00 .32-.50 .43 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 97 4 .13 .39 .17 .43 -.33-.64 -.37-.72 .18 .45  .13 .17 .43 -.33-.64 .18 .45 
                  Context: Research 914 6 .33 .09 .42 .00 .33-.50 .42-.42 .44 .00  .33 .42 .00 .33-.50 .44 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 10 1 -.39 -- -.45 -- -1.07-.24 ----- -.47 --  -.39 -.45 -- -1.07-.24 -.47 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 10 1 -.39 -- -.45 -- -1.07-.24 ----- -.47 --  -.39 -.45 -- -1.07-.24 -.47 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 10 1 -.39 -- -.45 -- -1.07-.24 ----- -.47 --  -.39 -.45 -- -1.07-.24 -.47 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 10 1 -.39 -- -.45 -- -1.07-.24 ----- -.47 --  -.39 -.45 -- -1.07-.24 -.47 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
          
All 2,665 23 .06 .09 .10 .00 .04-.16 .10-.10 .10 .00  .06 .10 .00 .04-.16 .10 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .10 .11 .19 .00 -.12-.48 .19-.19 .20 .00  .10 .19 .00 -.12-.48 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,518 15 .08 .10 .14 .00 .05-.22 .14-.14 .14 .00  .08 .14 .00 .06-.22 .14 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 -.23 -- -.56 -- -.85-.00 ----- -.58 --  -.23 -.56 -- -.85-.00 -.58 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,596 22 .07 .08 .11 .00 .06-.16 .11-.11 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .06-.16 .11 .00 
      Age: Below 40 379 5 -.01 .12 -.02 .05 -.23-.19 -.09-.05 -.02 .06  -.01 -.03 .04 -.25-.19 -.03 .04 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .17 .04 .26 .00 .17-.34 .26-.26 .27 .00  .17 .26 .00 .17-.34 .27 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,689 14 .08 .09 .14 .00 .05-.22 .14-.14 .14 .00  .08 .14 .00 .05-.22 .14 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 976 9 .04 .10 .05 .00 -.04-.14 .05-.05 .06 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.04-.15 .06 .00 
      Context: Research 2,067 17 .08 .08 .13 .00 .07-.19 .13-.13 .13 .00  .08 .13 .00 .06-.19 .13 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
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All 2,665 23 .07 .10 .11 .00 .04-.17 .11-.11 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .04-.17 .11 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .10 .11 .19 .00 -.12-.48 .19-.19 .20 .00  .10 .19 .00 -.12-.48 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,518 15 .09 .10 .15 .00 .06-.23 .15-.15 .16 .00  .09 .15 .00 .06-.23 .16 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 -.23 -- -.56 -- -.85-.00 ----- -.58 --  -.23 -.56 -- -.85-.00 -.58 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,596 22 .08 .08 .12 .00 .06-.17 .12-.12 .12 .00  .07 .12 .00 .06-.17 .12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 379 5 -.02 .12 -.04 .00 -.24-.17 -.04--.04 -.04 .00  -.02 -.05 .00 -.26-.17 -.05 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .18 .06 .28 .00 .15-.41 .28-.28 .29 .00  .18 .28 .00 .15-.41 .29 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,689 14 .08 .09 .14 .00 .06-.23 .14-.14 .15 .00  .08 .15 .00 .05-.24 .15 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 976 9 .04 .10 .06 .00 -.03-.15 .06-.06 .06 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.03-.15 .06 .00 
      Context: Research 2,067 17 .09 .09 .14 .00 .07-.20 .14-.14 .14 .00  .09 .14 .00 .07-.20 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
         
All 1,778 13 .08 .10 .12 .08 .03-.21 .02-.23 .13 .09  .08 .12 .09 .03-.22 .13 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,102 10 .12 .10 .19 .00 .09-.30 .19-.19 .20 .00  .11 .19 .00 .09-.30 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 69 1 -.23 -- -.56 -- -.85-.00 ----- -.58 --  -.23 -.56 -- -.85-.00 -.58 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,709 12 .09 .08 .14 .00 .07-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .09 .14 .00 .06-.22 .15 .00 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 -.23 -- -.56 -- -.85-.00 ----- -.58 --  -.23 -.56 -- -.85-.00 -.58 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,001 6 .10 .11 .17 .10 .02-.32 .05-.30 .18 .10  .10 .17 .12 .00-.34 .18 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes 777 7 .05 .10 .08 .06 -.04-.19 .00-.15 .08 .06  .06 .08 .05 -.03-.20 .09 .05 
      Context: Research 1,379 9 .10 .09 .16 .00 .06-.25 .16-.16 .17 .00  .10 .16 .00 .06-.26 .17 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All 1,865 18 .09 .09 .13 .00 .07-.19 .13-.13 .14 .00  .09 .14 .00 .07-.20 .14 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .10 .11 .19 .00 -.12-.48 .19-.19 .20 .00  .10 .19 .00 -.12-.48 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,394 13 .09 .09 .15 .00 .07-.23 .15-.15 .16 .00  .09 .15 .00 .07-.23 .16 .00 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,865 18 .09 .09 .13 .00 .07-.19 .13-.13 .14 .00  .09 .13 .00 .07-.19 .14 .00 
      Age: Below 40 310 4 .03 .04 .05 .00 -.02-.12 .05-.05 .06 .00  .03 .06 .00 -.02-.13 .06 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .18 .06 .28 .00 .15-.41 .28-.28 .29 .00  .18 .28 .00 .15-.41 .29 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 1,242 12 .09 .09 .16 .00 .07-.24 .16-.16 .16 .00  .09 .16 .00 .07-.25 .17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 623 6 .07 .08 .11 .00 .01-.21 .11-.11 .11 .00  .07 .11 .00 .01-.21 .11 .00 
      Context: Research 1,620 15 .09 .08 .14 .00 .08-.21 .14-.14 .15 .00  .09 .15 .00 .08-.21 .15 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 843 5 .05 .06 .07 .00 .00-.15 .07-.07 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 .01-.16 .09 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 843 5 .05 .06 .08 .00 .00-.16 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 .00-.16 .08 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 843 5 .05 .06 .07 .00 .00-.15 .07-.07 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 .00-.15 .08 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .04 .07 .07 .05 -.11-.24 .00-.13 .07 .05  .05 .08 .02 -.10-.26 .09 .02 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .06 .05 .09 .00 .00-.17 .09-.09 .09 .00  .06 .09 .00 .00-.17 .09 .00 
      Context: Research 843 5 .05 .06 .08 .00 .00-.15 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 .00-.16 .08 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
   
All 378 3 .06 .05 .09 .00 .00-.18 .09-.09 .09 .00  .06 .09 .00 .00-.18 .09 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .06 .05 .10 .00 .00-.19 .10-.10 .10 .00  .06 .10 .00 .00-.19 .10 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 .06 .05 .09 .00 .00-.18 .09-.09 .09 .00  .06 .09 .00 .00-.18 .09 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .06 .05 .09 .00 .00-.17 .09-.09 .09 .00  .06 .09 .00 .00-.17 .09 .00 
      Context: Research 378 3 .06 .05 .09 .00 .00-.19 .09-.09 .10 .00  .06 .09 .00 .00-.19 .10 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
     
All 465 2 .04 .07 .06 .05 -.10-.22 .00-.13 .06 .05  .05 .07 .04 -.09-.24 .08 .04 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 465 2 .04 .07 .07 .05 -.11-.23 .00-.13 .07 .06  .04 .07 .05 -.10-.24 .07 .06 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 465 2 .04 .07 .06 .05 -.10-.22 .00-.13 .06 .05  .04 .07 .05 -.10-.23 .07 .05 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 465 2 .04 .07 .07 .05 -.11-.24 .00-.13 .07 .05  .05 .08 .02 -.10-.26 .09 .02 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 465 2 .04 .07 .06 .04 -.10-.22 .01-.12 .07 .04  .04 .07 .03 -.10-.24 .07 .03 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 471 6 .10 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .15 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 471 6 .10 .05 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 471 6 .10 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .15 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15 .00 
      Age: Below 40 276 3 .09 .01 .17 .00 .15-.19 .17-.17 .17 .00  .09 .17 .00 .15-.19 .17 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 106 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.12-.45 ----- .18 --  .11 .17 -- -.12-.45 .18 -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 471 6 .10 .05 .16 .00 .10-.23 .16-.16 .17 .00  .10 .16 .00 .10-.23 .17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 471 6 .10 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .16 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
     
All 471 6 .10 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .15 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 471 6 .10 .05 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16-.16 .16 .00  .10 .16 .00 .09-.22 .16 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 471 6 .10 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .15 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15 .00 
      Age: Below 40 276 3 .09 .01 .17 .00 .15-.19 .17-.17 .17 .00  .09 .17 .00 .15-.19 .17 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 106 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.12-.45 ----- .18 --  .11 .17 -- -.12-.45 .18 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 471 6 .10 .05 .16 .00 .10-.23 .16-.16 .17 .00  .10 .16 .00 .10-.23 .17 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 471 6 .10 .05 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .16 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
  1073 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A133 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All 2,337 14 .36 .10 .48 .00 .40-.55 .48-.48 .53 .00  .36 .48 .00 .40-.55 .53 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,219 13 .35 .08 .47 .00 .40-.54 .47-.47 .53 .00  .35 .47 .00 .40-.54 .53 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .47 .03 .60 .00 .53-.66 .60-.60 .69 .00  .47 .60 .00 .53-.66 .69 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,127 11 .25 .14 .34 .14 .23-.46 .16-.52 .36 .15  .25 .34 .14 .23-.46 .36 .15 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .24 -- .53 -- .02-.82 ----- .56 --  .24 .53 -- .02-.82 .56 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,839 8 .39 .11 .51 .00 .40-.62 .51-.51 .58 .00  .39 .51 .00 .40-.62 .58 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 498 6 .27 .08 .36 .00 .28-.45 .36-.36 .38 .00  .27 .36 .00 .28-.45 .38 .00 
      Context: Research 1,961 8 .38 .07 .49 .00 .41-.56 .49-.49 .55 .00  .38 .49 .00 .41-.56 .55 .00 
      Context: Admin. 122 2 .18 .09 .33 .00 .09-.54 .33-.33 .34 .00  .18 .33 .00 .09-.54 .34 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,219 13 .35 .08 .47 .00 .40-.54 .47-.47 .53 .00  .35 .47 .00 .40-.54 .53 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,210 3 .47 .03 .60 .00 .53-.66 .60-.60 .69 .00  .47 .60 .00 .53-.66 .69 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .24 -- .53 -- .02-.82 ----- .56 --  .24 .53 -- .02-.82 .56 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,210 3 .47 .03 .60 .00 .53-.66 .60-.60 .69 .00  .47 .60 .00 .53-.66 .69 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .49 .03 .61 .00 .56-.65 .61-.61 .70 .00  .49 .61 .00 .56-.65 .70 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 69 1 .24 -- .53 -- .02-.82 ----- .56 --  .24 .53 -- .02-.82 .56 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,009 10 .21 .11 .32 .04 .22-.41 .26-.37 .33 .04  .21 .32 .04 .22-.41 .33 .04 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 511 4 .15 .11 .23 .08 .07-.38 .13-.33 .24 .08  .15 .23 .08 .07-.38 .24 .08 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 498 6 .27 .08 .40 .00 .31-.49 .40-.40 .42 .00  .27 .40 .00 .31-.50 .42 .00 
                  Context: Research 820 6 .23 .10 .34 .06 .22-.45 .26-.41 .35 .06  .23 .34 .06 .22-.45 .35 .06 
                  Context: Admin. 53 1 .10 -- .15 -- -.25-.53 ----- .16 --  .10 .15 -- -.25-.53 .16 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
          
All 505 10 .06 .22 .08 .25 -.12-.28 -.23-.40 .09 .26  .06 .08 .25 -.12-.28 .09 .26 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 266 5 .12 .20 .18 .21 -.09-.43 -.09-.45 .19 .22  .12 .18 .21 -.09-.43 .19 .22 
      Complexity: Low 239 5 -.01 .24 -.02 .30 -.35-.31 -.41-.36 -.02 .32  -.02 -.03 .31 -.36-.31 -.03 .32 
      Sample Type: USES 184 5 .07 .37 .13 .60 -.44-.64 -.63-.90 .14 .62  .07 .13 .60 -.44-.64 .14 .62 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 321 5 .05 .09 .06 .00 -.04-.17 .06-.06 .07 .00  .05 .06 .00 -.04-.17 .07 .00 
      Age: Below 40 184 5 .07 .37 .13 .60 -.44-.64 -.63-.89 .14 .62  .07 .13 .60 -.44-.64 .14 .62 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 134 4 -.07 .32 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.81-.53 -.14 .55  -.07 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.14 .55 
      Clerical Job: Yes 371 6 .10 .17 .13 .15 -.05-.31 -.05-.32 .14 .15  .10 .13 .15 -.05-.31 .14 .15 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 319 7 .07 .27 .12 .36 -.20-.42 -.34-.57 .12 .37  .07 .12 .36 -.20-.42 .12 .37 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 266 5 .12 .20 .18 .21 -.09-.43 -.09-.45 .19 .22  .12 .18 .21 -.09-.43 .19 .22 
            Sample Type: USES 50 1 .45 -- .70 -- .39-.90 ----- .73 --  .45 .70 -- .39-.90 .73 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 50 1 .45 -- .70 -- .39-.90 ----- .73 --  .45 .70 -- .39-.90 .73 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 50 1 .45 -- .70 -- .39-.90 ----- .73 --  .45 .70 -- .39-.90 .73 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Admin. 50 1 .45 -- .70 -- .39-.90 ----- .73 --  .45 .70 -- .39-.90 .73 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 216 4 .04 .11 .06 .00 -.09-.21 .06-.06 .06 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.09-.21 .06 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 216 4 .04 .11 .06 .00 -.09-.21 .06-.06 .06 .00  .04 .06 .00 -.09-.21 .06 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 30 1 .15 -- .22 -- -.30-.68 ----- .23 --  .15 .22 -- -.30-.68 .23 -- 
      Complexity: Low 239 5 -.01 .24 -.02 .30 -.35-.31 -.41-.36 -.02 .32  -.02 -.03 .31 -.36-.31 -.03 .32 
            Sample Type: USES 134 4 -.07 .32 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.81-.53 -.14 .55  -.07 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.14 .55 
                  Age: Below 40 134 4 -.07 .32 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.81-.53 -.14 .55  -.07 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.14 .55 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 134 4 -.07 .32 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.81-.53 -.14 .55  -.07 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.14 .55 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 134 4 -.07 .32 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.81-.53 -.14 .55  -.07 -.14 .52 -.65-.46 -.14 .55 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 105 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.17-.31 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.17-.31 .07 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 105 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.17-.31 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.18-.31 .07 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 105 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.17-.31 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.17-.31 .07 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
            
All 5,508 50 .12 .11 .20 .08 .14-.25 .10-.30 .21 .08  .12 .21 .07 .15-.27 .22 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 2,544 26 .13 .11 .23 .00 .16-.31 .23-.23 .25 .00  .14 .25 .00 .17-.32 .26 .00 
      Complexity: Low 318 6 .00 .22 .01 .32 -.31-.33 -.40-.41 .01 .33  .01 .02 .31 -.30-.33 .02 .32 
      Sample Type: USES 379 5 .16 .10 .32 .00 .14-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .13 .27 .00 .07-.45 .28 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 963 2 .04 .02 .11 .00 .04-.17 .11-.11 .11 .00  .04 .11 .00 .04-.17 .11 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 4,166 43 .13 .12 .20 .08 .14-.25 .10-.30 .21 .08  .13 .20 .08 .14-.26 .21 .09 
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      Age: Below 40 1,244 12 .09 .11 .20 .07 .06-.33 .11-.29 .21 .07  .10 .23 .00 .08-.37 .24 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .21 .09 .32 .00 .14-.50 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .32 .00 .14-.50 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 3,160 23 .10 .09 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 .21 .00  .11 .22 .00 .15-.30 .23 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 2,348 27 .13 .14 .20 .12 .12-.28 .04-.36 .21 .13  .13 .20 .12 .12-.28 .21 .13 
      Context: Research 3,090 25 .12 .09 .21 .00 .15-.27 .21-.21 .22 .00  .13 .22 .00 .16-.28 .23 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,544 26 .13 .11 .23 .00 .16-.31 .23-.23 .25 .00  .14 .25 .00 .17-.32 .26 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .08-.72 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .06-.72 .46 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .19-.65 .46 -- 
                  Context: Research 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .08-.71 .46 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,898 24 .15 .11 .24 .00 .17-.31 .24-.24 .25 .00  .15 .24 .00 .17-.31 .25 .00 
  1078 
 
                  Age: Below 40 382 5 .07 .13 .12 .08 -.07-.30 .01-.22 .12 .09  .07 .12 .08 -.07-.30 .12 .09 
                  Age: 40 and above 106 1 .28 -- .45 -- .17-.69 ----- .47 --  .28 .45 -- .17-.69 .47 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,177 12 .13 .11 .22 .00 .12-.32 .22-.22 .23 .00  .13 .22 .00 .12-.32 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 721 12 .17 .12 .27 .00 .16-.38 .27-.27 .28 .00  .17 .27 .00 .16-.38 .28 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,384 13 .13 .10 .22 .00 .13-.30 .22-.22 .23 .00  .13 .22 .00 .13-.30 .23 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 318 6 .00 .22 .01 .32 -.31-.33 -.40-.41 .01 .33  .01 .02 .31 -.30-.33 .02 .32 
            Sample Type: USES 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 142 2 -.10 .36 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.76-.47 -.15 .50  -.10 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.15 .50 
                  Age: Below 40 40 1 .30 -- .43 -- .02-.82 ----- .46 --  .30 .43 -- .02-.82 .46 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 142 2 -.10 .36 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.76-.47 -.15 .50  -.10 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.15 .50 
                  Context: Research 40 1 .30 -- .43 -- .02-.82 ----- .46 --  .30 .43 -- .02-.82 .46 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
    
All 378 1 .20 -- .31 -- .16-.45 ----- .32 --  .20 .31 -- .11-.49 .32 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 1 .20 -- .31 -- .16-.45 ----- .32 --  .20 .31 -- .13-.47 .32 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 378 1 .20 -- .34 -- .18-.49 ----- .35 --  .20 .34 -- .12-.53 .35 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 378 1 .20 -- .31 -- .16-.45 ----- .33 --  .20 .31 -- .13-.49 .33 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
           
All 5,508 50 .11 .12 .18 .08 .13-.24 .07-.29 .19 .09  .12 .20 .08 .14-.25 .21 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 2,544 26 .12 .11 .22 .02 .14-.29 .19-.25 .23 .02  .13 .23 .00 .15-.30 .24 .00 
      Complexity: Low 318 6 .00 .22 .01 .32 -.31-.33 -.40-.41 .01 .33  .01 .02 .31 -.30-.33 .02 .32 
      Sample Type: USES 379 5 .16 .10 .32 .00 .14-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .13 .27 .00 .07-.45 .28 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 963 2 .04 .02 .11 .00 .04-.17 .11-.11 .11 .00  .04 .11 .00 .04-.17 .11 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 4,166 43 .12 .12 .18 .09 .12-.24 .06-.30 .19 .10  .12 .18 .09 .13-.24 .19 .10 
      Age: Below 40 1,244 12 .09 .11 .20 .08 .06-.33 .10-.30 .21 .08  .11 .23 .00 .08-.37 .24 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .21 .09 .32 .00 .14-.50 .32-.32 .34 .00  .21 .32 .00 .14-.50 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 3,160 23 .09 .09 .17 .00 .10-.24 .17-.17 .18 .00  .10 .20 .00 .12-.27 .21 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 2,348 27 .13 .14 .20 .13 .12-.28 .04-.36 .21 .13  .13 .20 .13 .12-.28 .21 .13 
      Context: Research 3,090 25 .11 .09 .18 .00 .12-.25 .18-.18 .19 .00  .11 .20 .00 .13-.26 .21 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 136 2 .02 .04 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04-.04 .04 .00  .02 .04 .00 -.07-.15 .04 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,544 26 .12 .11 .22 .02 .14-.29 .19-.25 .23 .02  .13 .23 .00 .15-.30 .24 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .08-.72 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .06-.72 .46 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .19-.65 .46 -- 
                  Context: Research 203 1 .22 -- .44 -- .19-.65 ----- .46 --  .22 .44 -- .08-.71 .46 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 443 1 .03 -- .07 -- -.19-.32 ----- .08 --  .03 .07 -- -.19-.32 .08 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,898 24 .13 .12 .22 .00 .14-.29 .22-.22 .23 .00  .13 .22 .00 .14-.29 .23 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 382 5 .07 .13 .12 .09 -.07-.30 .00-.24 .12 .10  .07 .12 .09 -.07-.30 .12 .10 
                  Age: 40 and above 106 1 .28 -- .45 -- .17-.69 ----- .47 --  .28 .45 -- .17-.69 .47 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,177 12 .12 .11 .19 .05 .08-.29 .12-.26 .20 .06  .12 .19 .05 .08-.29 .20 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 721 12 .16 .12 .26 .00 .15-.37 .26-.26 .28 .00  .16 .26 .00 .15-.37 .27 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,384 13 .11 .11 .19 .02 .09-.28 .16-.21 .20 .02  .11 .19 .02 .09-.28 .20 .02 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 318 6 .00 .22 .01 .32 -.31-.33 -.40-.41 .01 .33  .01 .02 .31 -.30-.33 .02 .32 
            Sample Type: USES 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 176 4 .09 .11 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .19-.19 .20 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.05-.42 .20 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 142 2 -.10 .36 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.76-.47 -.15 .50  -.10 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.15 .50 
                  Age: Below 40 40 1 .30 -- .43 -- .02-.82 ----- .46 --  .30 .43 -- .02-.82 .46 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 142 2 -.10 .36 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.76-.47 -.15 .50  -.10 -.14 .48 -.82-.56 -.15 .50 
                  Context: Research 40 1 .30 -- .43 -- .02-.82 ----- .46 --  .30 .43 -- .02-.82 .46 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
     
All 2,456 23 .10 .14 .16 .16 .07-.25 -.04-.36 .16 .16  .10 .16 .16 .07-.26 .17 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 998 13 .11 .10 .19 .00 .10-.27 .19-.19 .20 .00  .11 .19 .00 .10-.27 .20 .00 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 -.25 -- -.36 -- -.61--.10 ----- -.38 --  -.25 -.36 -- -.62--.09 -.38 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,456 23 .10 .14 .16 .16 .07-.25 -.04-.36 .16 .16  .10 .16 .16 .07-.25 .17 .17 
      Age: Below 40 219 3 .09 .06 .17 .00 .04-.29 .17-.17 .18 .00  .09 .16 .00 .02-.30 .17 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 136 1 .15 -- .23 -- -.02-.48 ----- .24 --  .15 .23 -- -.02-.48 .24 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,287 9 .08 .06 .13 .00 .07-.20 .13-.13 .14 .00  .09 .15 .00 .08-.21 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,169 14 .13 .20 .19 .24 .03-.34 -.12-.49 .19 .25  .12 .18 .24 .02-.33 .19 .25 
      Context: Research 1,287 9 .08 .06 .12 .00 .06-.18 .12-.12 .13 .00  .08 .13 .00 .07-.19 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All 1,116 12 .11 .18 .16 .22 .01-.32 -.12-.44 .17 .23  .10 .16 .22 .00-.32 .17 .23 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 .07 -- .14 -- -.34-.57 ----- .15 --  .07 .14 -- -.34-.57 .15 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 107 3 .22 .20 .35 .13 -.02-.67 .18-.51 .36 .14  .22 .35 .13 -.02-.67 .36 .14 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 -.26 -- -.37 -- -.63--.11 ----- -.39 --  -.26 -.37 -- -.64--.10 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,116 12 .11 .18 .16 .22 .01-.32 -.12-.44 .17 .23  .11 .16 .22 .01-.32 .17 .23 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.29-.51 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.29-.51 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,051 11 .11 .19 .16 .22 .00-.32 -.12-.44 .17 .23  .11 .16 .22 -.01-.32 .16 .23 
      Context: Research 65 1 .07 -- .11 -- -.27-.48 ----- .12 --  .07 .11 -- -.27-.48 .12 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
     
All 1,265 11 .08 .12 .13 .11 .02-.24 -.01-.27 .14 .12  .09 .13 .11 .02-.24 .14 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 71 1 .08 -- .16 -- -.30-.57 ----- .17 --  .08 .16 -- -.30-.57 .17 -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 760 7 .10 .14 .17 .16 .00-.34 -.04-.38 .18 .17  .10 .17 .16 .00-.34 .18 .17 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,265 11 .08 .12 .13 .11 .02-.24 -.01-.27 .14 .12  .08 .13 .11 .02-.24 .14 .12 
      Age: Below 40 276 3 -.02 .14 -.04 .18 -.34-.26 -.27-.19 -.04 .19  .00 .00 .16 -.30-.30 .00 .16 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .21 .08 .33 .00 .15-.50 .33-.33 .34 .00  .21 .33 .00 .15-.50 .34 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 589 6 .09 .15 .15 .18 -.06-.35 -.08-.38 .16 .19  .09 .15 .18 -.06-.35 .16 .19 
      Clerical Job: Yes 676 5 .08 .10 .12 .05 -.01-.24 .05-.19 .12 .06  .08 .12 .05 .00-.24 .13 .05 
      Context: Research 967 9 .11 .13 .17 .08 .04-.30 .07-.27 .18 .08  .11 .17 .08 .04-.30 .18 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
          
All 1,406 8 .17 .08 .25 .00 .17-.34 .25-.25 .27 .00  .16 .24 .00 .15-.33 .25 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,028 7 .14 .08 .24 .00 .13-.33 .24-.24 .25 .00  .14 .23 .00 .13-.33 .25 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,406 8 .17 .08 .25 .00 .17-.34 .25-.25 .27 .00  .16 .25 .00 .16-.33 .26 .00 
      Age: Below 40 185 2 .01 .04 .01 .00 -.09-.11 .01-.01 .01 .00  .00 .00 .00 -.10-.11 .00 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,028 5 .17 .09 .28 .00 .15-.41 .28-.28 .30 .00  .15 .26 .00 .12-.40 .27 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .16 .08 .24 .00 .11-.36 .24-.24 .25 .00  .16 .24 .00 .11-.36 .25 .00 
      Context: Research 1,406 8 .17 .08 .26 .00 .17-.34 .26-.26 .27 .00  .16 .25 .00 .16-.34 .26 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
         
All 1,406 8 .17 .08 .25 .00 .17-.34 .25-.25 .27 .00  .16 .24 .00 .15-.33 .25 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,028 7 .14 .08 .24 .00 .13-.33 .24-.24 .25 .00  .14 .23 .00 .13-.33 .25 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,406 8 .17 .08 .25 .00 .17-.34 .25-.25 .27 .00  .16 .25 .00 .16-.33 .26 .00 
      Age: Below 40 185 2 .01 .04 .01 .00 -.09-.11 .01-.01 .01 .00  .00 .00 .00 -.10-.11 .00 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,028 5 .17 .09 .28 .00 .15-.41 .28-.28 .30 .00  .15 .26 .00 .12-.40 .27 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .16 .08 .24 .00 .11-.36 .24-.24 .25 .00  .16 .24 .00 .11-.36 .25 .00 
      Context: Research 1,406 8 .17 .08 .26 .00 .17-.34 .26-.26 .27 .00  .16 .25 .00 .16-.34 .26 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
           
All 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.27-.47 .13 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.23-.44 .13 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.16-.38 .13 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.44-.61 .13 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.28-.48 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.25-.46 .13 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.27-.47 .13 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.23-.44 .13 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.16-.38 .13 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.44-.61 .13 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.28-.48 .13 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 443 1 .04 -- .12 -- -.16-.38 ----- .13 --  .04 .12 -- -.25-.46 .13 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All 1,380 4 .08 .10 .12 .12 -.04-.27 -.04-.28 .12 .13  .11 .17 .13 -.01-.34 .18 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 .07 .11 .13 .18 -.11-.36 -.10-.36 .14 .19  .08 .16 .20 -.12-.41 .17 .21 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,380 4 .08 .10 .12 .12 -.04-.27 -.04-.28 .12 .13  .10 .16 .13 -.02-.33 .16 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,380 4 .08 .10 .13 .13 -.04-.29 -.04-.29 .13 .14  .11 .19 .12 -.01-.37 .19 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,380 4 .08 .10 .12 .11 -.04-.27 -.03-.26 .12 .12  .11 .16 .10 -.02-.34 .17 .11 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 1,380 4 .09 .11 .14 .13 -.02-.30 -.03-.31 .15 .14  .12 .19 .14 .00-.38 .20 .15 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 .08 .12 .17 .19 -.10-.41 -.08-.41 .17 .20  .10 .19 .22 -.11-.47 .20 .23 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,380 4 .09 .11 .14 .13 -.02-.30 -.03-.31 .15 .14  .12 .18 .14 -.01-.36 .19 .15 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,380 4 .09 .11 .16 .14 -.03-.33 -.02-.33 .16 .14  .12 .21 .13 .00-.41 .22 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,380 4 .09 .11 .14 .11 -.02-.31 .00-.29 .15 .12  .12 .19 .11 .00-.38 .20 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All 123 1 .21 -- .32 -- .06-.57 ----- .34 --  .21 .32 -- .06-.57 .34 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 123 1 .21 -- .32 -- .06-.57 ----- .34 --  .21 .32 -- .06-.57 .34 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 123 1 .21 -- .35 -- .07-.61 ----- .37 --  .21 .35 -- .07-.61 .37 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 123 1 .21 -- .33 -- .06-.57 ----- .34 --  .21 .33 -- .06-.57 .34 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All 1,257 3 .05 .10 .07 .13 -.10-.25 -.09-.24 .08 .14  .08 .12 .15 -.09-.33 .13 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 .05 .10 .10 .17 -.13-.31 -.12-.31 .10 .17  .06 .13 .18 -.13-.37 .13 .19 
  1086 
 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 .05 .10 .07 .13 -.10-.25 -.09-.24 .08 .14  .07 .11 .15 -.09-.31 .12 .15 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 .05 .10 .08 .14 -.11-.27 -.10-.26 .09 .15  .08 .14 .15 -.10-.36 .14 .16 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 .05 .10 .08 .13 -.10-.25 -.09-.24 .08 .13  .08 .12 .14 -.09-.33 .13 .14 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A134 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Overall Performance 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 16,630 126 .11 .11 .16 .08 .13-.20 .06-.27 .17 .08  .11 .16 .08 .13-.20 .17 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 860 12 .15 .11 .29 .00 .18-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .15 .29 .00 .18-.40 .31 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 9,752 52 .07 .08 .12 .00 .07-.16 .12-.12 .12 .00  .07 .11 .00 .07-.16 .12 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,680 26 .20 .14 .30 .00 .23-.38 .30-.30 .32 .00  .21 .32 .00 .24-.40 .34 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 214 3 .30 .07 .58 .00 .45-.69 .58-.58 .60 .00  .30 .58 .00 .45-.69 .60 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 11,138 119 .15 .13 .23 .10 .19-.26 .10-.35 .24 .10  .15 .23 .10 .19-.26 .24 .11 
      Age: Below 40 723 7 .14 .14 .28 .15 .08-.46 .08-.47 .29 .16  .15 .29 .15 .09-.48 .31 .15 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .10 .03 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 10,891 58 .07 .09 .12 .03 .08-.16 .08-.16 .13 .03  .07 .12 .03 .07-.16 .12 .02 
      Clerical Job: Yes 5,739 68 .17 .14 .25 .10 .21-.30 .13-.38 .27 .10  .18 .26 .10 .21-.30 .27 .10 
      Context: Research 3,203 23 .10 .09 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.22 .16 .00 
      Context: Admin. 5,651 8 .02 .03 .03 .00 -.01-.07 .03-.03 .03 .00  .02 .03 .00 -.01-.07 .03 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 860 12 .15 .11 .29 .00 .18-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .15 .29 .00 .18-.40 .31 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 860 12 .15 .11 .29 .00 .18-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .15 .29 .00 .18-.40 .31 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 418 3 .10 .09 .19 .05 -.02-.39 .13-.25 .20 .05  .10 .19 .05 -.02-.39 .20 .05 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 860 12 .15 .11 .29 .00 .18-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .15 .29 .00 .18-.40 .31 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 299 2 .09 .13 .19 .18 -.17-.51 -.05-.42 .20 .19  .09 .19 .18 -.17-.51 .20 .19 
                  Context: Admin. 119 1 .10 -- .20 -- -.16-.52 ----- .21 --  .10 .20 -- -.16-.52 .21 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 9,752 52 .07 .08 .12 .00 .07-.16 .12-.12 .12 .00  .07 .11 .00 .07-.16 .12 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 4,474 48 .14 .11 .23 .00 .17-.28 .23-.23 .24 .00  .14 .23 .00 .17-.28 .24 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 91 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.35-.32 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.35-.32 -.02 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 106 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.11-.49 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.11-.49 .21 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,676 24 .11 .12 .19 .10 .11-.26 .06-.31 .19 .11  .11 .18 .10 .10-.26 .19 .11 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,798 24 .18 .09 .29 .00 .23-.35 .29-.29 .30 .00  .17 .28 .00 .22-.34 .30 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,051 14 .09 .08 .15 .00 .08-.21 .15-.15 .15 .00  .09 .14 .00 .08-.21 .15 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .24 .01 .38 .00 .36-.40 .38-.38 .40 .00  .24 .38 .00 .36-.40 .40 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,680 26 .20 .14 .30 .00 .23-.38 .30-.30 .32 .00  .21 .32 .00 .24-.40 .34 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .60 .00 .47-.71 .63 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .60 .00 .47-.71 .63 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .60 .00 .47-.71 .63 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .61 .00 .47-.72 .63 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,466 23 .19 .14 .27 .00 .19-.35 .27-.27 .28 .00  .19 .28 .00 .19-.36 .29 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 294 4 .18 .16 .26 .14 .03-.49 .09-.44 .28 .15  .18 .26 .14 .03-.49 .28 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,172 19 .19 .13 .27 .00 .18-.35 .27-.27 .28 .00  .20 .29 .00 .19-.38 .30 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 1,311 11 .14 .07 .21 .00 .15-.27 .21-.21 .22 .00  .15 .22 .00 .16-.29 .24 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High 276 2 .15 .06 .29 .00 .14-.42 .29-.29 .30 .00  .15 .29 .00 .14-.42 .30 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 497 4 .15 .05 .24 .00 .16-.32 .24-.24 .26 .00  .15 .25 .00 .16-.33 .26 .00 
      Complexity: Low 67 2 .28 .04 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .42 .00  .28 .40 .00 .32-.49 .42 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,311 11 .14 .07 .21 .00 .15-.27 .21-.21 .22 .00  .14 .22 .00 .15-.28 .23 .00 
      Age: Below 40 276 2 .15 .06 .28 .00 .13-.41 .28-.28 .29 .00  .14 .27 .00 .12-.40 .28 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,078 5 .12 .05 .21 .00 .13-.29 .21-.21 .22 .00  .13 .22 .00 .14-.30 .23 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 233 6 .20 .11 .29 .00 .16-.42 .29-.29 .30 .00  .20 .29 .00 .16-.42 .30 .00 
      Context: Research 907 3 .12 .05 .19 .00 .09-.28 .19-.19 .20 .00  .12 .20 .00 .10-.29 .20 .00 
      Context: Admin. 196 3 .15 .08 .24 .00 .10-.37 .24-.24 .25 .00  .15 .24 .00 .10-.37 .25 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 276 2 .15 .06 .29 .00 .14-.42 .29-.29 .30 .00  .15 .29 .00 .14-.42 .30 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 276 2 .15 .06 .29 .00 .14-.42 .29-.29 .30 .00  .15 .29 .00 .14-.42 .30 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 276 2 .15 .06 .29 .00 .14-.42 .29-.29 .30 .00  .15 .29 .00 .14-.42 .30 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 276 2 .15 .06 .29 .00 .14-.42 .29-.29 .30 .00  .15 .29 .00 .14-.42 .30 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 157 1 .18 -- .35 -- .06-.60 ----- .37 --  .18 .35 -- .06-.60 .37 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 119 1 .10 -- .20 -- -.16-.52 ----- .21 --  .10 .20 -- -.16-.52 .21 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 497 4 .15 .05 .24 .00 .16-.32 .24-.24 .26 .00  .15 .25 .00 .16-.33 .26 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 497 4 .15 .05 .24 .00 .16-.32 .24-.24 .26 .00  .15 .25 .00 .16-.34 .26 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 424 2 .15 .04 .25 .00 .16-.34 .25-.25 .26 .00  .16 .26 .00 .15-.35 .27 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 73 2 .12 .12 .20 .00 -.08-.47 .20-.20 .21 .00  .12 .20 .00 -.08-.47 .21 .00 
                  Context: Research 372 1 .14 -- .23 -- .07-.39 ----- .25 --  .14 .23 -- .05-.41 .25 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .24 .01 .38 .00 .36-.40 .38-.38 .40 .00  .24 .38 .00 .36-.40 .40 .00 
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      Complexity: Low 67 2 .28 .04 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .42 .00  .28 .40 .00 .32-.49 .42 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 67 2 .28 .04 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .42 .00  .28 .40 .00 .32-.49 .42 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 67 2 .28 .04 .40 .00 .32-.49 .40-.40 .42 .00  .28 .40 .00 .32-.49 .42 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
         
All 14,018 96 .09 .11 .14 .10 .10-.18 .01-.27 .15 .11  .09 .14 .10 .10-.18 .15 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 467 8 .17 .14 .32 .00 .14-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .17 .32 .00 .14-.49 .34 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 8,798 42 .06 .08 .10 .05 .06-.15 .04-.16 .11 .05  .06 .10 .05 .06-.15 .11 .05 
      Complexity: Low 1,372 19 .20 .13 .31 .00 .22-.39 .31-.31 .32 .00  .22 .33 .00 .23-.42 .34 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 214 3 .30 .07 .58 .00 .45-.69 .58-.58 .60 .00  .30 .58 .00 .45-.69 .60 .00 
      Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 8,526 89 .13 .14 .21 .13 .16-.25 .04-.37 .22 .14  .14 .21 .13 .17-.26 .22 .14 
      Age: Below 40 447 5 .14 .18 .28 .25 -.03-.55 -.04-.60 .29 .26  .16 .31 .24 .00-.57 .32 .25 
      Age: 40 and above 242 2 .10 .03 .15 .00 .09-.21 .15-.15 .16 .00  .10 .15 .00 .09-.21 .16 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 9,180 46 .06 .09 .10 .08 .05-.15 -.01-.20 .10 .08  .06 .10 .07 .05-.15 .10 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes 4,838 50 .16 .14 .23 .12 .18-.29 .08-.38 .24 .13  .16 .23 .12 .18-.29 .25 .13 
      Context: Research 2,674 21 .08 .10 .12 .03 .06-.19 .09-.16 .13 .03  .08 .13 .00 .06-.20 .14 .00 
      Context: Admin. 5,455 5 .02 .02 .02 .00 -.02-.06 .02-.02 .03 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.02-.06 .03 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 467 8 .17 .14 .32 .00 .14-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .17 .32 .00 .14-.49 .34 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 467 8 .17 .14 .32 .00 .14-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .17 .32 .00 .14-.49 .34 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 142 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.33-.32 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.33-.32 .00 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 467 8 .17 .14 .32 .00 .14-.49 .32-.32 .34 .00  .17 .32 .00 .14-.49 .34 .00 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 142 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.33-.32 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.33-.32 .00 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 8,798 42 .06 .08 .10 .05 .06-.15 .04-.16 .11 .05  .06 .10 .05 .06-.15 .11 .05 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .02 .03 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02-.02 .02 .00  .02 .02 .00 -.01-.05 .02 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian 3,520 38 .14 .13 .23 .08 .16-.29 .12-.33 .24 .09  .14 .23 .08 .16-.29 .24 .09 
                  Age: Below 40 91 1 -.01 -- -.02 -- -.35-.32 ----- -.02 --  -.01 -.02 -- -.35-.32 -.02 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 106 1 .12 -- .20 -- -.11-.49 ----- .21 --  .12 .20 -- -.11-.49 .21 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,030 20 .11 .14 .18 .14 .08-.27 .00-.35 .19 .14  .11 .18 .14 .08-.27 .19 .14 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,490 18 .18 .10 .29 .00 .22-.37 .29-.29 .31 .00  .18 .29 .00 .21-.36 .30 .00 
                  Context: Research 1,679 13 .08 .08 .13 .00 .06-.20 .13-.13 .13 .00  .08 .13 .00 .06-.20 .13 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,372 19 .20 .13 .31 .00 .22-.39 .31-.31 .32 .00  .22 .33 .00 .23-.42 .34 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .60 .00 .47-.71 .63 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .60 .00 .47-.71 .63 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .60 .00 .47-.71 .63 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 214 3 .30 .07 .61 .00 .48-.72 .61-.61 .64 .00  .30 .61 .00 .47-.72 .63 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,158 16 .18 .13 .26 .00 .17-.36 .26-.26 .28 .00  .19 .28 .00 .17-.38 .29 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 127 2 .30 .09 .42 .00 .25-.60 .42-.42 .45 .00  .30 .42 .00 .25-.60 .45 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,031 14 .17 .13 .24 .03 .14-.34 .20-.28 .25 .03  .18 .26 .05 .14-.37 .27 .05 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  1092 
 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
       
All 1,993 22 .18 .11 .28 .00 .21-.35 .28-.28 .29 .00  .18 .28 .00 .21-.35 .30 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 117 2 .10 .08 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .20-.20 .21 .00  .10 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .21 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 457 6 .12 .06 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 .21 .00  .12 .20 .00 .13-.27 .21 .00 
      Complexity: Low 241 5 .17 .18 .25 .11 .02-.47 .11-.40 .26 .12  .18 .26 .10 .03-.48 .27 .11 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,993 22 .18 .11 .28 .00 .21-.35 .28-.28 .29 .00  .18 .28 .00 .21-.35 .29 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,011 8 .13 .07 .22 .00 .14-.30 .22-.22 .23 .00  .12 .20 .00 .11-.29 .21 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 982 14 .24 .11 .34 .00 .26-.43 .34-.34 .36 .00  .24 .35 .00 .26-.43 .36 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 117 2 .10 .08 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .20-.20 .21 .00  .10 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .21 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 117 2 .10 .08 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .20-.20 .21 .00  .10 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 117 2 .10 .08 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .20-.20 .21 .00  .10 .20 .00 -.01-.40 .21 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 457 6 .12 .06 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 .21 .00  .12 .20 .00 .13-.27 .21 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 457 6 .12 .06 .20 .00 .13-.27 .20-.20 .21 .00  .12 .20 .00 .13-.27 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: No 222 2 .08 .01 .13 .00 .10-.16 .13-.13 .13 .00  .08 .13 .00 .10-.16 .13 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 235 4 .17 .04 .27 .00 .21-.33 .27-.27 .28 .00  .17 .27 .00 .21-.33 .28 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 241 5 .17 .18 .25 .11 .02-.47 .11-.40 .26 .12  .18 .26 .10 .03-.48 .27 .11 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 241 5 .17 .18 .25 .11 .02-.47 .11-.40 .26 .12  .17 .25 .11 .02-.47 .26 .12 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 167 2 .10 .17 .14 .19 -.21-.48 -.10-.38 .15 .20  .10 .14 .19 -.21-.48 .15 .20 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 74 3 .35 .09 .50 .00 .35-.64 .50-.50 .52 .00  .35 .50 .00 .35-.64 .52 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 1,508 4 -.06 .04 -.09 .00 -.14--.03 -.09--.09 -.09 .00  -.05 -.07 .00 -.14--.01 -.08 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,508 4 -.06 .04 -.11 .00 -.19--.04 -.11--.11 -.12 .00  -.05 -.11 .00 -.18--.03 -.11 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Civilian 1,508 4 -.06 .04 -.09 .00 -.14--.03 -.09--.09 -.09 .00  -.05 -.08 .00 -.14--.01 -.08 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 251 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.22-.16 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.27-.21 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,508 4 -.06 .04 -.10 .00 -.16--.03 -.10--.10 -.10 .00  -.05 -.08 .00 -.15--.01 -.09 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,508 4 -.06 .04 -.09 .00 -.15--.03 -.09--.09 -.09 .00  -.05 -.08 .00 -.14--.01 -.08 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
       
All 1,257 3 -.06 .04 -.10 .00 -.17--.03 -.10--.10 -.10 .00  -.06 -.09 .00 -.17--.01 -.09 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.06 .04 -.13 .00 -.21--.04 -.13--.13 -.13 .00  -.06 -.12 .00 -.22--.03 -.13 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.06 .04 -.10 .00 -.17--.03 -.10--.10 -.10 .00  -.06 -.09 .00 -.17--.01 -.10 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.06 .04 -.11 .00 -.18--.04 -.11--.11 -.11 .00  -.06 -.10 .00 -.18--.01 -.10 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.06 .04 -.10 .00 -.17--.03 -.10--.10 -.11 .00  -.06 -.09 .00 -.17--.01 -.10 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All 251 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.22-.16 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.23-.17 -.03 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 251 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.28-.21 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.28-.21 -.04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 251 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.22-.16 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.22-.16 -.03 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 251 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.22-.16 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.27-.21 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 251 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.24-.18 ----- -.04 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.26-.19 -.04 -- 
  1095 
 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 251 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.22-.16 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.23-.16 -.03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All 321 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.46 ----- .32 --  .20 .31 -- .11-.49 .32 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 321 1 .20 -- .38 -- .19-.56 ----- .40 --  .20 .38 -- .19-.56 .40 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 321 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.46 ----- .32 --  .20 .31 -- .13-.47 .32 -- 
      Age: Below 40 321 1 .20 -- .37 -- .18-.54 ----- .39 --  .20 .37 -- .02-.66 .39 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 321 1 .20 -- .34 -- .16-.50 ----- .35 --  .20 .34 -- .12-.53 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 321 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.47 ----- .33 --  .20 .31 -- .13-.49 .33 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 321 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.46 ----- .32 --  .20 .31 -- .11-.49 .32 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 321 1 .20 -- .38 -- .19-.56 ----- .40 --  .20 .38 -- .19-.56 .40 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 321 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.46 ----- .32 --  .20 .31 -- .13-.47 .32 -- 
      Age: Below 40 321 1 .20 -- .37 -- .18-.54 ----- .39 --  .20 .37 -- .02-.66 .39 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 321 1 .20 -- .34 -- .16-.50 ----- .35 --  .20 .34 -- .12-.53 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 321 1 .20 -- .31 -- .15-.47 ----- .33 --  .20 .31 -- .13-.49 .33 -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A135 
Predictive Validity for Gc and CWB 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All 816 1 -.09 -- -.10 -- -.18--.02 ----- -.11 --  -.09 -.10 -- -.25-.05 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.19--.03 ----- -.11 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.25-.03 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.09 -- -.10 -- -.18--.02 ----- -.11 --  -.09 -.10 -- -.24-.03 -.11 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.09 -- -.13 -- -.22--.03 ----- -.13 --  -.09 -.13 -- -.39-.15 -.13 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.09 -- -.11 -- -.20--.03 ----- -.12 --  -.09 -.11 -- -.28-.05 -.12 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.09 -- -.10 -- -.18--.02 ----- -.11 --  -.09 -.10 -- -.21-.01 -.11 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
             
All 816 1 -.10 -- -.11 -- -.19--.04 ----- -.12 --  -.10 -.11 -- -.26-.04 -.12 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.10 -- -.12 -- -.20--.04 ----- -.13 --  -.10 -.12 -- -.26-.02 -.13 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.10 -- -.11 -- -.19--.04 ----- -.12 --  -.10 -.11 -- -.25-.02 -.12 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.10 -- -.14 -- -.23--.05 ----- -.15 --  -.10 -.14 -- -.40-.14 -.15 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.10 -- -.13 -- -.21--.04 ----- -.13 --  -.10 -.13 -- -.29-.04 -.13 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.10 -- -.11 -- -.19--.04 ----- -.12 --  -.10 -.11 -- -.23-.00 -.12 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
     
All 816 1 -.10 -- -.11 -- -.19--.04 ----- -.12 --  -.10 -.11 -- -.26-.04 -.12 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.10 -- -.12 -- -.20--.04 ----- -.13 --  -.10 -.12 -- -.26-.02 -.13 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.10 -- -.11 -- -.19--.04 ----- -.12 --  -.10 -.11 -- -.25-.02 -.12 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.10 -- -.14 -- -.23--.05 ----- -.15 --  -.10 -.14 -- -.40-.14 -.15 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.10 -- -.13 -- -.21--.04 ----- -.13 --  -.10 -.13 -- -.29-.04 -.13 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.10 -- -.11 -- -.19--.04 ----- -.12 --  -.10 -.11 -- -.23-.00 -.12 -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.12-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.19-.10 -.05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.13-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.19-.09 -.05 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.12-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.18-.09 -.05 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.04 -- -.06 -- -.15-.04 ----- -.06 --  -.04 -.06 -- -.33-.22 -.06 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.14-.04 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.22-.12 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.12-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.16-.07 -.05 -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
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All 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.12-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.19-.10 -.05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.13-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.19-.09 -.05 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.12-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.18-.09 -.05 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.04 -- -.06 -- -.15-.04 ----- -.06 --  -.04 -.06 -- -.33-.22 -.06 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.14-.04 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.22-.12 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.04 -- -.05 -- -.12-.03 ----- -.05 --  -.04 -.05 -- -.16-.07 -.05 -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All 816 1 -.13 -- -.15 -- -.22--.07 ----- -.15 --  -.13 -.15 -- -.29-.00 -.15 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.13 -- -.16 -- -.24--.08 ----- -.16 --  -.13 -.16 -- -.29--.02 -.16 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.13 -- -.15 -- -.22--.07 ----- -.15 --  -.13 -.15 -- -.28--.01 -.15 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.13 -- -.18 -- -.27--.09 ----- -.19 --  -.13 -.18 -- -.44-.09 -.19 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.13 -- -.16 -- -.25--.08 ----- -.17 --  -.13 -.16 -- -.32-.00 -.17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.13 -- -.15 -- -.22--.07 ----- -.15 --  -.13 -.15 -- -.26--.03 -.15 -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
             
All 816 1 -.13 -- -.15 -- -.22--.07 ----- -.15 --  -.13 -.15 -- -.29-.00 -.15 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 816 1 -.13 -- -.16 -- -.24--.08 ----- -.16 --  -.13 -.16 -- -.29--.02 -.16 -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 816 1 -.13 -- -.15 -- -.22--.07 ----- -.15 --  -.13 -.15 -- -.28--.01 -.15 -- 
      Age: Below 40 816 1 -.13 -- -.18 -- -.27--.09 ----- -.19 --  -.13 -.18 -- -.44-.09 -.19 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 816 1 -.13 -- -.16 -- -.25--.08 ----- -.17 --  -.13 -.16 -- -.32-.00 -.17 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 816 1 -.13 -- -.15 -- -.22--.07 ----- -.15 --  -.13 -.15 -- -.26--.03 -.15 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
            
All 443 4 -.08 .09 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.12--.12 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.13 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.06 -- -.12 -- -.56-.36 ----- -.13 --  -.06 -.12 -- -.56-.36 -.13 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.08 .11 -.13 .09 -.33-.07 -.25--.02 -.14 .09  -.08 -.13 .09 -.33-.07 -.14 .09 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 443 4 -.08 .09 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.12--.12 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.13 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.50-.31 ----- -.11 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.50-.31 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.08 .11 -.12 .08 -.30-.06 -.22--.02 -.13 .09  -.08 -.12 .08 -.30-.06 -.13 .09 
      Context: Research 443 4 -.08 .09 -.12 .00 -.27-.02 -.12--.12 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.27-.02 -.13 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
            
All 443 4 -.08 .09 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.12--.12 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.13 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.06 -- -.12 -- -.56-.36 ----- -.13 --  -.06 -.12 -- -.56-.36 -.13 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.08 .11 -.13 .09 -.33-.07 -.25--.02 -.14 .09  -.08 -.13 .09 -.33-.07 -.14 .09 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 443 4 -.08 .09 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.12--.12 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.26-.02 -.13 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.50-.31 ----- -.11 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.50-.31 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.08 .11 -.12 .08 -.30-.06 -.22--.02 -.13 .09  -.08 -.12 .08 -.30-.06 -.13 .09 
      Context: Research 443 4 -.08 .09 -.12 .00 -.27-.02 -.12--.12 -.13 .00  -.08 -.12 .00 -.27-.02 -.13 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
    
All 378 3 -.08 .11 -.13 .09 -.31-.06 -.24--.02 -.13 .09  -.08 -.13 .09 -.31-.06 -.13 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 -.08 .11 -.13 .09 -.33-.07 -.25--.02 -.14 .09  -.08 -.13 .09 -.33-.07 -.14 .09 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 378 3 -.08 .11 -.13 .09 -.31-.06 -.24--.02 -.13 .09  -.08 -.13 .09 -.31-.06 -.13 .09 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 -.08 .11 -.12 .08 -.30-.06 -.22--.02 -.13 .09  -.08 -.12 .08 -.30-.06 -.13 .09 
      Context: Research 378 3 -.08 .11 -.13 .06 -.32-.06 -.20--.05 -.14 .06  -.08 -.13 .06 -.32-.06 -.14 .06 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
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All 65 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.46-.28 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.46-.28 -.10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.06 -- -.12 -- -.56-.36 ----- -.13 --  -.06 -.12 -- -.56-.36 -.13 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.46-.28 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.46-.28 -.10 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.06 -- -.10 -- -.50-.31 ----- -.11 --  -.06 -.10 -- -.50-.31 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.47-.29 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.47-.29 -.10 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
              
All 487 1 .12 -- .16 -- .04-.28 ----- .17 --  .12 .16 -- -.02-.34 .17 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 487 1 .12 -- .16 -- .04-.28 ----- .17 --  .12 .16 -- .00-.32 .17 -- 
      Age: Below 40 487 1 .12 -- .20 -- .05-.34 ----- .20 --  .12 .20 -- -.14-.50 .21 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 487 1 .12 -- .18 -- .04-.31 ----- .18 --  .12 .18 -- -.03-.37 .18 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 487 1 .12 -- .16 -- .04-.28 ----- .17 --  .12 .16 -- -.01-.33 .17 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
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All 487 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.05-.19 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.11-.25 .07 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 487 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.05-.19 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.10-.23 .07 -- 
      Age: Below 40 487 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.07-.24 ----- .09 --  .05 .09 -- -.25-.41 .09 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 487 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.06-.21 ----- .08 --  .05 .08 -- -.13-.28 .08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 487 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.05-.19 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.11-.25 .07 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
              
All 488 1 .18 -- .25 -- .13-.37 ----- .26 --  .18 .25 -- .07-.43 .26 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 488 1 .18 -- .25 -- .13-.37 ----- .26 --  .18 .25 -- .09-.41 .26 -- 
      Age: Below 40 488 1 .18 -- .31 -- .16-.44 ----- .32 --  .18 .31 -- -.02-.59 .32 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 488 1 .18 -- .28 -- .15-.40 ----- .29 --  .18 .28 -- .08-.46 .29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 488 1 .18 -- .26 -- .13-.37 ----- .27 --  .18 .26 -- .08-.42 .27 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
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All 488 1 .18 -- .25 -- .13-.37 ----- .27 --  .18 .25 -- .07-.43 .27 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 488 1 .18 -- .25 -- .13-.37 ----- .27 --  .18 .25 -- .09-.41 .27 -- 
      Age: Below 40 488 1 .18 -- .31 -- .16-.44 ----- .32 --  .18 .31 -- -.02-.60 .32 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 488 1 .18 -- .28 -- .15-.40 ----- .29 --  .18 .28 -- .08-.47 .29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 488 1 .18 -- .26 -- .14-.38 ----- .27 --  .18 .26 -- .08-.42 .27 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A136 
Predictive Validity for Gc and OCB 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
             
All 1,808 12 .05 .06 .08 .00 .02-.13 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .09 .00 .03-.14 .09 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .08 .02 .16 .00 .10-.22 .16-.16 .16 .00  .08 .16 .00 .10-.22 .16 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 987 8 .08 .05 .12 .00 .07-.18 .12-.12 .13 .00  .08 .12 .00 .07-.18 .13 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 -.03 -- -.08 -- -.38-.23 ----- -.09 --  -.03 -.08 -- -.38-.23 -.09 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,501 11 .06 .05 .10 .00 .05-.14 .10-.10 .10 .00  .06 .10 .00 .06-.14 .11 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,375 8 .04 .05 .07 .00 .00-.13 .07-.07 .07 .00  .04 .08 .00 .02-.15 .09 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 433 4 .08 .07 .11 .00 .00-.22 .11-.11 .12 .00  .08 .11 .00 .00-.22 .12 .00 
      Context: Research 1,446 10 .05 .03 .09 .00 .06-.12 .09-.09 .09 .00  .06 .09 .00 .06-.12 .10 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All 1,199 7 .04 .05 .06 .00 .00-.13 .06-.06 .07 .00  .04 .07 .00 .00-.13 .07 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .06 .06 .13 .00 -.04-.29 .13-.13 .14 .00  .06 .13 .00 -.04-.29 .14 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 378 3 .05 .05 .09 .00 .00-.17 .09-.09 .09 .00  .05 .09 .00 .00-.17 .09 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 -.03 -- -.08 -- -.38-.23 ----- -.09 --  -.03 -.08 -- -.38-.23 -.09 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 892 6 .06 .03 .09 .00 .05-.13 .09-.09 .10 .00  .06 .09 .00 .05-.13 .10 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 821 4 .03 .06 .06 .00 -.05-.17 .06-.06 .06 .00  .03 .06 .00 -.06-.17 .06 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 378 3 .05 .05 .08 .00 .00-.15 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 .00-.15 .08 .00 
      Context: Research 892 6 .06 .03 .09 .00 .05-.14 .09-.09 .10 .00  .06 .09 .00 .05-.14 .10 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All 821 4 .03 .07 .06 .00 -.06-.19 .06-.06 .07 .00  .04 .07 .00 -.07-.20 .07 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .09 .10 .19 .00 -.09-.44 .19-.19 .19 .00  .09 .19 .00 -.09-.44 .19 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 -.03 -- -.08 -- -.38-.23 ----- -.09 --  -.03 -.08 -- -.38-.23 -.09 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 514 3 .07 .05 .11 .00 .03-.19 .11-.11 .12 .00  .07 .12 .00 .02-.21 .12 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 821 4 .03 .07 .07 .00 -.06-.20 .07-.07 .07 .00  .04 .07 .00 -.07-.21 .08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 514 3 .07 .05 .11 .00 .03-.20 .11-.11 .12 .00  .08 .12 .00 .02-.21 .12 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
    
All 71 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.28-.43 ----- .08 --  .05 .08 -- -.28-.43 .08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 71 1 .05 -- .10 -- -.36-.53 ----- .11 --  .05 .10 -- -.36-.53 .11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 71 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.28-.43 ----- .08 --  .05 .08 -- -.28-.43 .08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 71 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.31-.47 ----- .09 --  .05 .09 -- -.31-.47 .09 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 71 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.29-.44 ----- .08 --  .05 .08 -- -.29-.44 .08 -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
          
All 1,501 11 .05 .07 .08 .00 .01-.14 .08-.08 .08 .00  .06 .09 .00 .02-.16 .09 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 136 2 .07 .14 .14 .10 -.23-.48 .01-.27 .15 .11  .07 .14 .10 -.23-.48 .15 .11 
      Complexity: Medium 987 8 .08 .06 .12 .00 .06-.19 .12-.12 .13 .00  .08 .12 .00 .06-.19 .13 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,501 11 .05 .07 .08 .00 .01-.14 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 .02-.15 .09 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,068 7 .04 .07 .07 .00 -.02-.15 .07-.07 .07 .00  .05 .08 .00 .00-.17 .09 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 433 4 .08 .09 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .11-.11 .12 .00  .08 .11 .00 -.01-.23 .12 .00 
      Context: Research 1,446 10 .04 .06 .07 .00 .00-.13 .07-.07 .07 .00  .05 .08 .00 .02-.14 .08 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
          
All 89 2 .08 .07 .12 .00 -.03-.28 .12-.12 .13 .00  .08 .12 .00 -.03-.28 .13 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 89 2 .08 .07 .13 .00 -.04-.30 .13-.13 .14 .00  .08 .13 .00 -.04-.30 .14 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 89 2 .08 .07 .12 .00 -.03-.28 .12-.12 .13 .00  .08 .12 .00 -.03-.28 .13 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 89 2 .08 .07 .14 .00 -.04-.31 .14-.14 .14 .00  .08 .14 .00 -.04-.31 .14 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 89 2 .08 .07 .13 .00 -.04-.29 .13-.13 .13 .00  .08 .13 .00 -.04-.29 .13 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
     
All 433 2 .01 .13 .01 .17 -.26-.28 -.21-.22 .01 .18  .02 .04 .20 -.29-.36 .04 .21 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 55 1 .24 -- .39 -- -.02-.74 ----- .41 --  .24 .39 -- -.02-.74 .41 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 433 2 .01 .13 .01 .17 -.26-.28 -.21-.22 .01 .18  .02 .03 .19 -.28-.33 .03 .19 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 378 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.22-.12 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.28-.18 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 55 1 .24 -- .35 -- -.02-.70 ----- .37 --  .24 .35 -- -.02-.70 .37 -- 
      Context: Research 378 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.20-.11 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.24-.15 -.05 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
         
All 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.05 .07 -.16-.07 -.13-.04 -.05 .07  -.01 -.02 .07 -.16-.12 -.02 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.06 .09 -.21-.09 -.17-.05 -.06 .09  -.02 -.05 .10 -.22-.12 -.05 .10 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.05 .07 -.16-.07 -.13-.04 -.05 .07  -.02 -.03 .08 -.17-.11 -.03 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.05 .07 -.18-.08 -.14-.04 -.05 .08  -.01 -.02 .08 -.18-.14 -.02 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.05 .06 -.17-.07 -.13-.04 -.05 .07  -.01 -.02 .08 -.17-.12 -.02 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.05 .07 -.17-.07 -.14-.03 -.05 .07  -.02 -.02 .07 -.17-.12 -.02 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.07 .08 -.21-.08 -.17-.04 -.07 .09  -.03 -.05 .09 -.22-.12 -.05 .10 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.05 .07 -.17-.07 -.14-.03 -.05 .07  -.02 -.03 .07 -.17-.11 -.03 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.06 .07 -.18-.07 -.15-.03 -.06 .07  -.02 -.03 .07 -.18-.13 -.03 .08 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.03 .07 -.05 .06 -.17-.07 -.13-.03 -.05 .06  -.02 -.03 .07 -.17-.12 -.03 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All 1,257 3 -.01 .07 -.01 .07 -.13-.11 -.11-.08 -.01 .08  .01 .02 .08 -.13-.16 .02 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.01 .07 -.02 .10 -.17-.14 -.14-.11 -.02 .10  .00 .00 .11 -.18-.17 .00 .11 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.01 .07 -.01 .07 -.13-.11 -.11-.08 -.01 .08  .00 .01 .08 -.14-.15 .01 .09 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.01 .07 -.01 .08 -.15-.12 -.12-.09 -.02 .09  .01 .02 .08 -.15-.18 .02 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.01 .07 -.01 .07 -.14-.11 -.11-.08 -.01 .08  .01 .01 .08 -.14-.16 .01 .09 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All 1,257 3 -.06 .07 -.10 .06 -.22-.02 -.17--.02 -.10 .06  -.05 -.08 .06 -.22-.06 -.08 .06 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.06 .07 -.13 .07 -.27-.02 -.22--.04 -.13 .07  -.06 -.12 .08 -.29-.05 -.13 .09 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.06 .07 -.10 .06 -.22-.02 -.17--.02 -.10 .06  -.05 -.08 .07 -.22-.05 -.09 .07 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.06 .07 -.11 .05 -.24-.02 -.17--.04 -.11 .05  -.05 -.09 .05 -.24-.07 -.09 .06 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.06 .07 -.10 .03 -.22-.02 -.14--.06 -.11 .03  -.05 -.08 .05 -.22-.06 -.09 .05 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
     
All 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.04 .08 -.16-.09 -.14-.07 -.04 .09  -.01 -.01 .09 -.16-.15 -.01 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.05 .10 -.21-.12 -.18-.09 -.05 .11  -.02 -.04 .12 -.22-.15 -.04 .12 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.04 .08 -.16-.09 -.14-.07 -.04 .09  -.01 -.02 .09 -.17-.13 -.02 .10 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.04 .09 -.18-.10 -.15-.07 -.04 .09  -.01 -.01 .10 -.18-.16 -.01 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.04 .08 -.17-.09 -.14-.06 -.04 .08  -.01 -.01 .09 -.17-.14 -.01 .10 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.03 .08 -.15-.10 -.12-.07 -.03 .08  -.01 -.01 .07 -.15-.13 -.01 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.03 .10 -.19-.12 -.16-.09 -.03 .10  -.02 -.03 .10 -.20-.14 -.03 .11 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.03 .08 -.15-.10 -.12-.07 -.03 .08  -.01 -.02 .08 -.15-.12 -.02 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.03 .08 -.16-.11 -.14-.08 -.03 .09  -.01 -.01 .07 -.17-.14 -.01 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.02 .07 -.03 .08 -.15-.10 -.12-.07 -.03 .08  -.01 -.01 .07 -.15-.13 -.01 .08 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All 1,257 3 .08 .09 .12 .11 -.04-.27 -.02-.25 .12 .11  .10 .16 .12 -.03-.35 .17 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 .08 .09 .15 .13 -.05-.34 -.02-.32 .16 .14  .09 .17 .14 -.05-.39 .18 .15 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 .08 .09 .12 .11 -.04-.27 -.02-.25 .12 .11  .10 .15 .12 -.04-.33 .16 .12 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 .08 .09 .13 .11 -.04-.30 -.01-.27 .14 .11  .10 .18 .11 -.04-.38 .18 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 .08 .09 .12 .09 -.04-.28 .01-.23 .13 .09  .10 .16 .09 -.04-.35 .17 .10 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
 
All 1,257 3 .01 .11 .02 .14 -.17-.20 -.17-.20 .02 .15  .04 .06 .17 -.17-.28 .06 .18 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High 1,257 3 .01 .11 .02 .19 -.22-.25 -.22-.26 .02 .20  .02 .04 .21 -.23-.30 .04 .22 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 .01 .11 .02 .14 -.17-.20 -.17-.20 .02 .15  .03 .05 .17 -.17-.26 .05 .18 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 .01 .11 .02 .16 -.19-.22 -.19-.22 .02 .17  .04 .06 .18 -.19-.31 .07 .19 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 .01 .11 .02 .15 -.17-.20 -.17-.20 .02 .15  .03 .05 .17 -.17-.28 .06 .18 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
 
All 1,257 3 -.04 .09 -.06 .11 -.21-.09 -.20-.08 -.06 .11  -.02 -.03 .12 -.21-.15 -.03 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.04 .09 -.08 .14 -.27-.12 -.25-.10 -.08 .14  -.03 -.06 .15 -.28-.16 -.07 .16 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.04 .09 -.06 .11 -.21-.09 -.20-.08 -.06 .11  -.02 -.04 .12 -.21-.14 -.04 .13 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.04 .09 -.07 .12 -.23-.10 -.21-.08 -.07 .12  -.02 -.03 .13 -.23-.17 -.03 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.04 .09 -.06 .10 -.21-.09 -.19-.07 -.06 .11  -.02 -.03 .12 -.22-.15 -.03 .13 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All 1,257 3 -.16 .01 -.25 .00 -.27--.22 -.25--.25 -.26 .00  -.16 -.25 .00 -.27--.23 -.26 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.16 .01 -.31 .00 -.34--.29 -.31--.31 -.33 .00  -.16 -.32 .00 -.34--.29 -.33 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.16 .01 -.25 .00 -.27--.22 -.25--.25 -.26 .00  -.16 -.25 .00 -.27--.23 -.26 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.16 .01 -.27 .00 -.29--.25 -.27--.27 -.28 .00  -.16 -.28 .00 -.30--.25 -.29 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.16 .01 -.25 .00 -.27--.23 -.25--.25 -.26 .00  -.16 -.25 .00 -.27--.23 -.27 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
     
All 1,257 3 -.06 .03 -.09 .00 -.15--.03 -.09--.09 -.09 .00  -.05 -.07 .00 -.14-.00 -.08 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,257 3 -.06 .03 -.11 .00 -.19--.04 -.11--.11 -.12 .00  -.05 -.10 .00 -.19--.02 -.11 .00 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,257 3 -.06 .03 -.09 .00 -.15--.03 -.09--.09 -.09 .00  -.05 -.08 .00 -.14--.01 -.08 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,257 3 -.06 .03 -.10 .00 -.16--.03 -.10--.10 -.10 .00  -.05 -.08 .00 -.16-.00 -.08 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,257 3 -.06 .03 -.09 .00 -.15--.03 -.09--.09 -.09 .00  -.05 -.07 .00 -.15-.00 -.08 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A137 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Performance Outcomes 
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 100 1 -.19 -- -.23 -- -.45-.00 ----- -.24 --  -.19 -.23 -- -.45-.00 -.24 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 -.19 -- -.26 -- -.50-.00 ----- -.28 --  -.19 -.26 -- -.50-.00 -.28 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 100 1 -.19 -- -.24 -- -.46-.00 ----- -.25 --  -.19 -.24 -- -.46-.00 -.25 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 100 1 -.19 -- -.23 -- -.45-.00 ----- -.24 --  -.19 -.23 -- -.45-.00 -.24 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 -.19 -- -.26 -- -.50-.00 ----- -.28 --  -.19 -.26 -- -.50-.00 -.28 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 100 1 -.19 -- -.24 -- -.46-.00 ----- -.25 --  -.19 -.24 -- -.46-.00 -.25 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
        
All 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 100 1 -.19 -- -.23 -- -.45-.00 ----- -.24 --  -.19 -.23 -- -.45-.00 -.24 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
      Age: Below 40 100 1 -.19 -- -.26 -- -.50-.00 ----- -.28 --  -.19 -.26 -- -.50-.00 -.28 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 100 1 -.19 -- -.24 -- -.46-.00 ----- -.25 --  -.19 -.24 -- -.46-.00 -.25 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 100 1 -.19 -- -.22 -- -.42-.00 ----- -.23 --  -.19 -.22 -- -.42-.00 -.23 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
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All 487 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.05-.19 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.11-.25 .07 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 487 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.05-.19 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.10-.23 .07 -- 
      Age: Below 40 487 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.07-.23 ----- .09 --  .05 .09 -- -.25-.41 .09 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 487 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.06-.21 ----- .08 --  .05 .08 -- -.13-.28 .08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 487 1 .05 -- .07 -- -.05-.19 ----- .07 --  .05 .07 -- -.10-.24 .07 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A138 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Accidents  
 
  
Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.26-.27 .01 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.14-.15 .01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.26-.27 .01 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.20-.21 .01 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
              
All 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.26-.27 .01 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.14-.15 .01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.26-.27 .01 -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.20-.21 .01 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
           
All 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.26-.27 .01 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.14-.15 .01 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.26-.27 .01 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,349 1 .00 -- .01 -- -.06-.07 ----- .01 --  .00 .01 -- -.20-.21 .01 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A139 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All 612 4 .17 .12 .26 .11 .08-.44 .13-.40 .28 .11  .17 .26 .10 .08-.44 .27 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 612 4 .17 .12 .26 .11 .08-.44 .13-.40 .28 .11  .17 .26 .11 .08-.44 .28 .11 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 612 4 .17 .12 .25 .10 .08-.42 .12-.38 .26 .11  .17 .25 .10 .08-.42 .26 .10 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All 314 2 .27 .03 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 .43 .00  .27 .41 .00 .35-.47 .43 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 314 2 .27 .03 .41 .00 .35-.47 .41-.41 .43 .00  .27 .41 .00 .35-.47 .43 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: Yes 314 2 .27 .03 .39 .00 .33-.45 .39-.39 .41 .00  .27 .39 .00 .33-.45 .41 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All 298 2 .07 .01 .10 .00 .08-.13 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .10 .00 .08-.13 .11 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 298 2 .07 .01 .10 .00 .08-.13 .10-.10 .11 .00  .07 .10 .00 .08-.13 .11 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 298 2 .07 .01 .10 .00 .08-.12 .10-.10 .10 .00  .07 .10 .00 .07-.12 .10 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A140 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
             
All 65 1 -.24 -- -.37 -- -.69--.01 ----- -.39 -- 
 
-.24 -.37 -- -.69--.01 -.39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.24 -- -.46 -- -.78--.02 ----- -.48 -- 
 
-.24 -.46 -- -.78--.02 -.48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 -.24 -- -.37 -- -.69--.01 ----- -.39 -- 
 
-.24 -.37 -- -.69--.01 -.39 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.24 -- -.40 -- -.73--.02 ----- -.42 -- 
 
-.24 -.40 -- -.73--.02 -.42 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 -.24 -- -.37 -- -.70--.01 ----- -.39 -- 
 
-.24 -.37 -- -.70--.01 -.39 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All 65 1 -.24 -- -.37 -- -.69--.01 ----- -.39 -- 
 
-.24 -.37 -- -.69--.01 -.39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High 65 1 -.24 -- -.46 -- -.78--.02 ----- -.48 -- 
 
-.24 -.46 -- -.78--.02 -.48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 65 1 -.24 -- -.37 -- -.69--.01 ----- -.39 -- 
 
-.24 -.37 -- -.69--.01 -.39 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 65 1 -.24 -- -.40 -- -.73--.02 ----- -.42 -- 
 
-.24 -.40 -- -.73--.02 -.42 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 65 1 -.24 -- -.37 -- -.70--.01 ----- -.39 -- 
 
-.24 -.37 -- -.70--.01 -.39 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A141 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A142 
Predictive Validity for Gc and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All 519 1 -.13 -- -.35 -- -.53--.13 ----- -.36 --  -.13 -.35 -- -.61-.00 -.36 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 -.13 -- -.35 -- -.53--.13 ----- -.36 --  -.13 -.35 -- -.53--.13 -.36 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 -.13 -- -.35 -- -.53--.13 ----- -.36 --  -.13 -.35 -- -.62-.01 -.36 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
            
All 63 4 .18 .28 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .14-.40 .28 .11  .18 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .28 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 63 4 .18 .28 .34 .11 -.19-.75 .20-.48 .36 .11  .18 .34 .11 -.19-.75 .36 .11 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .18 .28 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .14-.40 .28 .11  .18 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .28 .11 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .18 .28 .33 .10 -.19-.73 .19-.46 .34 .11  .18 .33 .10 -.19-.73 .34 .11 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .18 .28 .29 .05 -.17-.69 .23-.36 .31 .05  .18 .29 .05 -.17-.69 .31 .05 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .18 .28 .27 .00 -.15-.66 .27-.27 .29 .00  .18 .27 .00 -.15-.66 .29 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
           
All 63 4 .18 .28 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .14-.40 .28 .11  .18 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .28 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 63 4 .18 .28 .34 .11 -.19-.75 .20-.48 .36 .11  .18 .34 .11 -.19-.75 .36 .11 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 63 4 .18 .28 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .14-.40 .28 .11  .18 .27 .10 -.15-.66 .28 .11 
      Age: Below 40 63 4 .18 .28 .33 .10 -.19-.73 .19-.46 .34 .11  .18 .33 .10 -.19-.73 .34 .11 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 63 4 .18 .28 .29 .05 -.17-.69 .23-.36 .31 .05  .18 .29 .05 -.17-.69 .31 .05 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 63 4 .18 .28 .27 .00 -.15-.66 .27-.27 .29 .00  .18 .27 .00 -.15-.66 .29 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All 123 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.10-.44 ----- .18 --  .11 .17 -- -.10-.44 .18 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 123 1 .11 -- .17 -- -.10-.44 ----- .18 --  .11 .17 -- -.10-.44 .18 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 123 1 .11 -- .19 -- -.11-.47 ----- .20 --  .11 .19 -- -.11-.47 .20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 123 1 .11 -- .18 -- -.10-.44 ----- .18 --  .11 .18 -- -.10-.44 .18 -- 
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Table A143 
Predictive Validity of Gkn and Performance Determinants  
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  1130 
Table A144 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All 1,474 4 .64 .07 .92 .00 .88-.95 .92-.92 .99 .00  .64 .92 .00 .88-.95 .99 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,106 3 .63 .08 .91 .00 .85-.95 .91-.91 .98 .00  .63 .91 .00 .85-.95 .98 .00 
      Complexity: Low 368 1 .68 -- .93 -- .91-.96 ----- 1.01 --  .68 .94 -- .87-.98 1.01 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,474 4 .64 .07 .92 .00 .88-.95 .92-.92 .99 .00  .64 .92 .00 .88-.95 .99 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 1,474 4 .64 .07 .92 .00 .88-.95 .92-.92 .99 .00  .65 .92 .00 .88-.95 .99 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,094 3 .62 .06 .90 .00 .86-.93 .90-.90 .97 .00  .62 .90 .00 .86-.93 .97 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 380 1 .72 -- .95 -- .93-.97 ----- 1.03 --  .72 .95 -- .92-.98 1.03 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,106 3 .63 .08 .91 .00 .85-.95 .91-.91 .98 .00  .63 .91 .00 .85-.95 .98 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,106 3 .63 .08 .91 .00 .85-.95 .91-.91 .98 .00  .63 .91 .00 .85-.95 .98 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,106 3 .63 .08 .91 .00 .85-.95 .91-.91 .98 .00  .63 .91 .00 .85-.95 .98 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 726 2 .59 .01 .88 .00 .87-.89 .88-.88 .95 .00  .59 .88 .00 .87-.89 .95 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 380 1 .72 -- .95 -- .93-.97 ----- 1.03 --  .72 .95 -- .93-.97 1.03 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 368 1 .68 -- .93 -- .91-.96 ----- 1.01 --  .68 .94 -- .87-.98 1.01 -- 
  1131 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 368 1 .68 -- .93 -- .91-.96 ----- 1.01 --  .68 .93 -- .90-.96 1.01 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 368 1 .68 -- .93 -- .91-.96 ----- 1.01 --  .68 .93 -- .91-.96 1.01 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 368 1 .68 -- .93 -- .91-.96 ----- 1.01 --  .68 .93 -- .90-.96 1.01 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
          
All 1,038 2 .24 .08 .53 .00 .31-.70 .53-.53 .58 .00  .24 .53 .00 .31-.70 .57 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .17-.62 .46 -- 
      Complexity: Low 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .26-.84 .67 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .43-.76 .67 -- 
      Age: Below 40 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .27-.83 .67 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,038 2 .24 .08 .53 .00 .31-.70 .53-.53 .58 .00  .24 .53 .00 .31-.70 .57 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .46-.74 .67 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .17-.62 .46 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .26-.84 .67 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .32-.81 .67 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .34-.80 .67 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .33-.81 .67 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .49-.73 .67 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 1,038 2 .24 .08 .53 .00 .31-.70 .53-.53 .58 .00  .24 .53 .00 .31-.70 .57 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .17-.62 .46 -- 
      Complexity: Low 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .26-.84 .67 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .43-.76 .67 -- 
      Age: Below 40 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .27-.83 .67 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,038 2 .24 .08 .53 .00 .31-.70 .53-.53 .58 .00  .24 .53 .00 .31-.70 .57 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .46-.74 .67 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .17-.62 .46 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .26-.84 .67 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .32-.81 .67 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .34-.80 .67 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .33-.81 .67 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .29 -- .62 -- .49-.73 ----- .67 --  .29 .62 -- .49-.73 .67 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A145 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
       
All 3,297 10 .25 .06 .55 .00 .48-.61 .55-.55 .59 .00  .25 .56 .00 .49-.62 .60 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .21 .49 .00 .42-.56 .53 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,662 5 .26 .08 .57 .00 .44-.68 .57-.57 .62 .00  .27 .58 .00 .46-.68 .63 .00 
      Complexity: Low 897 2 .25 .07 .56 .00 .37-.70 .56-.56 .60 .00  .26 .58 .00 .39-.72 .62 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,983 5 .27 .08 .59 .00 .47-.69 .59-.59 .63 .00  .27 .59 .00 .47-.69 .63 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,314 5 .21 .02 .49 .00 .45-.53 .49-.49 .53 .00  .22 .50 .00 .45-.54 .54 .00 
      Age: Below 40 2,003 5 .28 .07 .60 .00 .50-.68 .60-.60 .65 .00  .28 .61 .00 .51-.69 .66 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,917 9 .24 .06 .53 .00 .46-.60 .53-.53 .58 .00  .24 .54 .00 .47-.61 .59 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 380 1 .32 -- .67 -- .52-.77 ----- .72 --  .32 .67 -- .47-.80 .72 -- 
      Context: Research 785 4 .21 .03 .49 .00 .43-.55 .49-.49 .53 .00  .22 .50 .00 .44-.56 .54 .00 
      Context: Admin. 529 1 .21 -- .48 -- .31-.62 ----- .52 --  .21 .48 -- .28-.65 .52 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .21 .49 .00 .42-.56 .53 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .22 .50 .00 .43-.56 .54 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .22 .50 .00 .43-.56 .54 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .22 .50 .00 .43-.56 .54 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,662 5 .26 .08 .57 .00 .44-.68 .57-.57 .62 .00  .27 .58 .00 .46-.68 .63 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military 1,615 4 .26 .08 .57 .00 .42-.69 .57-.57 .62 .00  .26 .57 .00 .42-.69 .62 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,106 3 .29 .07 .63 .00 .49-.74 .63-.63 .68 .00  .29 .63 .00 .49-.74 .68 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,235 3 .24 .09 .54 .03 .34-.69 .50-.58 .58 .03  .24 .54 .03 .34-.69 .58 .03 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 380 1 .32 -- .67 -- .52-.77 ----- .72 --  .32 .67 -- .52-.77 .72 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 47 1 .27 -- .59 -- -.01-.88 ----- .63 --  .27 .59 -- -.01-.88 .63 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 47 1 .27 -- .59 -- -.01-.88 ----- .63 --  .27 .59 -- -.01-.88 .63 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 47 1 .27 -- .59 -- -.01-.88 ----- .63 --  .27 .59 -- -.01-.88 .63 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 897 2 .25 .07 .56 .00 .37-.70 .56-.56 .60 .00  .26 .58 .00 .39-.72 .62 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 368 1 .31 -- .65 -- .50-.77 ----- .70 --  .31 .65 -- .49-.77 .70 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 368 1 .31 -- .65 -- .50-.77 ----- .70 --  .31 .65 -- .50-.77 .70 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 368 1 .31 -- .65 -- .50-.77 ----- .70 --  .31 .65 -- .49-.77 .70 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 529 1 .21 -- .48 -- .31-.62 ----- .52 --  .21 .49 -- .12-.74 .53 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 529 1 .21 -- .48 -- .31-.62 ----- .52 --  .21 .49 -- .14-.72 .53 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 529 1 .21 -- .48 -- .31-.62 ----- .52 --  .21 .49 -- .13-.73 .53 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .21 -- .48 -- .31-.62 ----- .52 --  .21 .48 -- .31-.62 .52 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All 2,741 8 .27 .06 .59 .00 .52-.65 .59-.59 .64 .00  .27 .59 .00 .52-.65 .63 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .21 .49 .00 .42-.56 .53 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,106 3 .29 .07 .63 .00 .49-.74 .63-.63 .68 .00  .29 .63 .00 .48-.74 .68 .00 
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      Complexity: Low 897 2 .29 .03 .62 .00 .55-.67 .62-.62 .67 .00  .29 .62 .00 .56-.68 .67 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 1,474 4 .30 .06 .63 .00 .54-.71 .63-.63 .69 .00  .30 .63 .00 .54-.71 .69 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,267 4 .24 .04 .53 .00 .46-.60 .53-.53 .57 .00  .23 .53 .00 .45-.59 .57 .00 
      Age: Below 40 2,003 5 .29 .05 .62 .00 .55-.69 .62-.62 .67 .00  .29 .63 .00 .55-.69 .68 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,361 7 .26 .06 .58 .00 .50-.64 .58-.58 .62 .00  .26 .57 .00 .49-.64 .62 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 380 1 .32 -- .67 -- .52-.77 ----- .72 --  .32 .67 -- .47-.80 .72 -- 
      Context: Research 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .22 .50 .00 .42-.56 .54 .00 
      Context: Admin. 529 1 .27 -- .59 -- .45-.70 ----- .64 --  .27 .59 -- .42-.72 .64 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .21 .49 .00 .42-.56 .53 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .22 .50 .00 .43-.56 .54 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .22 .50 .00 .43-.56 .54 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 738 3 .21 .03 .49 .00 .41-.55 .49-.49 .52 .00  .22 .50 .00 .43-.56 .54 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,106 3 .29 .07 .63 .00 .49-.74 .63-.63 .68 .00  .29 .63 .00 .48-.74 .68 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,106 3 .29 .07 .63 .00 .49-.74 .63-.63 .68 .00  .29 .63 .00 .49-.74 .68 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,106 3 .29 .07 .63 .00 .49-.74 .63-.63 .68 .00  .29 .63 .00 .49-.74 .68 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 726 2 .28 .10 .61 .00 .35-.78 .61-.61 .66 .00  .28 .61 .00 .35-.78 .66 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 380 1 .32 -- .67 -- .52-.77 ----- .72 --  .32 .67 -- .52-.77 .72 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 897 2 .29 .03 .62 .00 .55-.67 .62-.62 .67 .00  .29 .62 .00 .56-.68 .67 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 368 1 .31 -- .65 -- .50-.77 ----- .70 --  .31 .65 -- .49-.77 .70 -- 
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                  Age: Below 40 368 1 .31 -- .65 -- .50-.77 ----- .70 --  .31 .65 -- .50-.77 .70 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 368 1 .31 -- .65 -- .50-.77 ----- .70 --  .31 .65 -- .49-.77 .70 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 529 1 .27 -- .59 -- .45-.70 ----- .64 --  .27 .59 -- .27-.80 .64 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 529 1 .27 -- .59 -- .45-.70 ----- .64 --  .27 .59 -- .29-.79 .64 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 529 1 .27 -- .59 -- .45-.70 ----- .64 --  .27 .59 -- .28-.79 .64 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .27 -- .59 -- .45-.70 ----- .64 --  .27 .59 -- .45-.70 .64 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
           
All 1,085 3 .17 .03 .40 .00 .33-.47 .40-.40 .44 .00  .18 .42 .00 .31-.51 .45 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 556 2 .19 .03 .44 .00 .34-.53 .44-.44 .48 .00  .19 .45 .00 .32-.56 .49 .00 
      Complexity: Low 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- -.12-.70 .39 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 576 2 .16 .05 .38 .00 .24-.51 .38-.38 .41 .00  .17 .40 .00 .21-.56 .43 .00 
      Age: Below 40 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- -.11-.70 .39 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,085 3 .17 .03 .40 .00 .33-.47 .40-.40 .44 .00  .18 .42 .00 .31-.51 .45 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 47 1 .27 -- .59 -- -.01-.88 ----- .63 --  .27 .59 -- -.01-.88 .63 -- 
      Context: Admin. 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- .13-.55 .39 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 556 2 .19 .03 .44 .00 .34-.53 .44-.44 .48 .00  .19 .45 .00 .32-.56 .49 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 509 1 .18 -- .43 -- .24-.58 ----- .46 --  .18 .43 -- .24-.58 .46 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 47 1 .27 -- .59 -- -.01-.88 ----- .63 --  .27 .59 -- -.01-.88 .63 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 47 1 .27 -- .59 -- -.01-.88 ----- .63 --  .27 .59 -- -.01-.88 .63 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 47 1 .27 -- .59 -- -.01-.88 ----- .63 --  .27 .59 -- -.01-.88 .63 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- -.12-.70 .39 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- -.05-.66 .39 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- -.02-.65 .39 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- -.04-.66 .39 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 529 1 .15 -- .36 -- .17-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- .17-.53 .39 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A146 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A147 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
            
All 509 1 .13 -- .31 -- .10-.49 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- -.01-.57 .33 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .13 -- .31 -- .10-.49 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .03-.54 .33 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 .13 -- .31 -- .10-.49 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- .10-.49 .33 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 509 1 .13 -- .31 -- .10-.49 ----- .33 --  .13 .31 -- -.02-.57 .33 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
           
All 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- -.08-.52 .27 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- -.04-.49 .27 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- .04-.44 .27 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- -.08-.53 .27 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- -.08-.52 .27 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- -.04-.49 .27 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- .04-.44 .27 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 509 1 .10 -- .25 -- .04-.44 ----- .27 --  .10 .25 -- -.08-.53 .27 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
        
All 509 1 .15 -- .36 -- .16-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- .05-.61 .39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 509 1 .15 -- .36 -- .16-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- .09-.58 .39 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 509 1 .15 -- .36 -- .16-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- .16-.53 .39 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 509 1 .15 -- .36 -- .16-.53 ----- .39 --  .15 .36 -- .05-.61 .39 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A148 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
              
All 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.31-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.31-.52 .14 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All 67 1 .10 -- .18 -- -.26-.55 ----- .19 --  .10 .18 -- -.26-.55 .19 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .10 -- .18 -- -.26-.55 ----- .19 --  .10 .18 -- -.26-.55 .19 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .10 -- .18 -- -.26-.55 ----- .19 --  .10 .18 -- -.26-.55 .19 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .10 -- .18 -- -.26-.55 ----- .19 --  .10 .18 -- -.26-.55 .19 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .10 -- .18 -- -.26-.55 ----- .19 --  .10 .18 -- -.26-.55 .19 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
        
All 67 1 .19 -- .34 -- -.08-.65 ----- .37 --  .19 .34 -- -.08-.65 .37 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 .19 -- .34 -- -.08-.65 ----- .37 --  .19 .34 -- -.08-.65 .37 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .19 -- .34 -- -.08-.65 ----- .37 --  .19 .34 -- -.08-.65 .37 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .19 -- .34 -- -.08-.65 ----- .37 --  .19 .34 -- -.08-.65 .37 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .19 -- .34 -- -.08-.65 ----- .37 --  .19 .34 -- -.08-.65 .37 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
        
All 67 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.49-.34 ----- -.10 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.49-.34 -.10 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.49-.34 ----- -.10 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.49-.34 -.10 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.49-.34 ----- -.10 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.49-.34 -.10 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.49-.34 ----- -.10 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.49-.34 -.10 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.49-.34 ----- -.10 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.49-.34 -.10 -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
        
All 67 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.39-.45 ----- .04 --  .02 .04 -- -.39-.45 .04 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
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      Complexity: High 67 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.39-.45 ----- .04 --  .02 .04 -- -.39-.45 .04 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.39-.45 ----- .04 --  .02 .04 -- -.39-.45 .04 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.39-.45 ----- .04 --  .02 .04 -- -.39-.45 .04 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 67 1 .02 -- .04 -- -.39-.45 ----- .04 --  .02 .04 -- -.39-.45 .04 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
     
All 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
 
All 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 67 1 -.04 -- -.10 -- -.61-.47 ----- -.11 --  -.04 -.10 -- -.61-.47 -.11 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A149 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A150 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A151 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A152 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A153 
Predictive Validity for Gkn and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A154 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Performance Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All 349,219 391 .50 .08 .53 .06 .52-.55 .46-.61 .62 .07  .55 .56 .07 .54-.57 .65 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 5,242 20 .60 .08 .61 .00 .56-.66 .61-.61 .72 .00  .60 .61 .00 .56-.66 .72 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 147,892 200 .58 .09 .58 .07 .57-.60 .49-.67 .69 .08  .58 .58 .07 .57-.60 .69 .08 
      Complexity: Low 61,254 54 .51 .07 .52 .06 .50-.55 .45-.60 .61 .07  .51 .52 .06 .50-.55 .61 .07 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 348,954 389 .50 .08 .53 .06 .52-.55 .46-.61 .62 .07  .55 .56 .07 .54-.57 .65 .08 
      Sample Type: Civilian 265 2 .42 .31 .47 .31 .00-.93 .07-.86 .50 .33  .42 .47 .31 .00-.93 .50 .33 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .35 -- .54 -- .24-.76 ----- .59 --  .35 .54 -- .24-.76 .59 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 318,357 361 .50 .08 .54 .06 .52-.55 .46-.62 .62 .07  .55 .56 .07 .55-.57 .66 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes 30,862 30 .49 .06 .50 .00 .47-.53 .50-.50 .58 .00  .49 .50 .00 .47-.53 .58 .00 
      Context: Research 3,708 11 .53 .06 .67 .00 .61-.72 .67-.67 .78 .00  .56 .69 .00 .64-.73 .80 .00 
      Context: Admin. 345,246 378 .50 .08 .53 .06 .52-.54 .45-.61 .62 .07  .55 .55 .07 .54-.57 .65 .08 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 5,242 20 .60 .08 .61 .00 .56-.66 .61-.61 .72 .00  .60 .61 .00 .56-.66 .72 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,242 20 .60 .08 .61 .00 .56-.66 .61-.61 .72 .00  .60 .61 .00 .56-.66 .72 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,242 20 .60 .08 .61 .00 .56-.66 .61-.61 .72 .00  .60 .61 .00 .56-.66 .72 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 387 1 .72 -- .79 -- .73-.85 ----- .94 --  .72 .79 -- .73-.85 .94 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 4,855 19 .58 .07 .59 .00 .55-.63 .59-.59 .70 .00  .58 .59 .00 .55-.63 .70 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 147,892 200 .58 .09 .58 .07 .57-.60 .49-.67 .69 .08  .58 .58 .07 .57-.60 .69 .08 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military 147,763 199 .58 .09 .58 .07 .57-.60 .49-.67 .69 .08  .58 .58 .07 .57-.60 .69 .08 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .35 -- .55 -- .25-.77 ----- .60 --  .35 .55 -- .25-.77 .60 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 116,901 169 .59 .09 .60 .07 .58-.61 .51-.68 .71 .08  .59 .60 .07 .58-.61 .71 .08 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 30,862 30 .49 .06 .50 .00 .47-.53 .50-.50 .59 .00  .49 .50 .00 .47-.53 .59 .00 
                  Context: Research 965 4 .26 .04 .42 .00 .37-.47 .42-.42 .46 .00  .26 .42 .00 .37-.47 .46 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 146,798 195 .58 .09 .59 .07 .57-.60 .50-.68 .69 .08  .58 .59 .07 .57-.60 .69 .08 
            Sample Type: Civilian 129 1 .20 -- .21 -- .03-.38 ----- .23 --  .20 .21 -- .03-.38 .23 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 129 1 .20 -- .21 -- .03-.38 ----- .23 --  .20 .21 -- .03-.38 .23 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 61,254 54 .51 .07 .52 .06 .50-.55 .45-.60 .61 .07  .51 .52 .06 .50-.55 .61 .07 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 61,254 54 .51 .07 .52 .06 .50-.55 .45-.60 .61 .07  .51 .52 .06 .50-.55 .61 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 61,254 54 .51 .07 .52 .06 .50-.55 .45-.60 .61 .07  .51 .52 .06 .50-.55 .61 .07 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,828 5 .68 .03 .76 .00 .71-.81 .76-.76 .88 .00  .68 .76 .00 .71-.81 .88 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 59,426 49 .51 .06 .52 .05 .49-.54 .45-.58 .60 .06  .51 .52 .05 .49-.54 .60 .06 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
          
All 1,897 27 .29 .18 .42 .12 .32-.51 .27-.57 .45 .13  .29 .42 .12 .32-.51 .45 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 41 1 .32 -- .45 -- .06-.83 ----- .48 --  .32 .45 -- .06-.83 .48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 709 12 .25 .20 .34 .16 .18-.49 .13-.54 .37 .18  .25 .34 .16 .18-.49 .37 .18 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 186 2 .15 .06 .31 .00 .15-.45 .31-.31 .34 .00  .15 .31 .00 .15-.45 .34 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,711 25 .31 .18 .43 .12 .33-.53 .28-.58 .46 .13  .31 .43 .12 .33-.53 .46 .13 
      Age: Below 40 239 4 .07 .16 .11 .12 -.12-.34 -.04-.26 .12 .13  .07 .11 .12 -.12-.34 .12 .13 
      Age: 40 and above 575 6 .22 .16 .30 .12 .13-.47 .15-.45 .32 .13  .22 .30 .12 .13-.47 .32 .13 
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      Clerical Job: No 1,897 27 .29 .18 .42 .12 .32-.51 .27-.57 .45 .13  .29 .42 .12 .32-.51 .45 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 1,006 11 .21 .18 .31 .17 .15-.46 .09-.52 .33 .18  .21 .31 .17 .15-.46 .33 .18 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 211 3 .46 .00 .64 .00 .64-.64 .64-.64 .69 .00  .46 .64 .00 .64-.64 .69 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 211 3 .46 .00 .64 .00 .64-.64 .64-.64 .69 .00  .46 .64 .00 .64-.64 .69 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 211 3 .46 .00 .64 .00 .64-.64 .64-.64 .69 .00  .46 .64 .00 .64-.64 .69 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 141 2 .46 .00 .64 .00 .64-.64 .64-.64 .69 .00  .46 .64 .00 .64-.64 .69 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All 1,686 24 .27 .18 .39 .14 .29-.49 .22-.56 .42 .15  .27 .39 .14 .29-.49 .42 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 41 1 .32 -- .45 -- .06-.83 ----- .48 --  .32 .45 -- .06-.83 .48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 709 12 .25 .20 .34 .18 .18-.50 .11-.56 .37 .19  .25 .34 .18 .18-.50 .37 .19 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 186 2 .14 .05 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .14 .29 .00 .16-.40 .31 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,500 22 .29 .19 .40 .14 .29-.51 .22-.58 .43 .15  .29 .40 .14 .29-.51 .43 .15 
      Age: Below 40 239 4 .07 .16 .10 .12 -.13-.33 -.05-.26 .11 .13  .07 .10 .12 -.13-.33 .11 .13 
      Age: 40 and above 575 6 .23 .16 .31 .12 .13-.49 .15-.47 .34 .13  .23 .31 .12 .13-.49 .34 .13 
      Clerical Job: No 1,686 24 .27 .18 .39 .13 .29-.49 .22-.56 .42 .15  .27 .39 .13 .29-.49 .42 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 865 9 .17 .16 .25 .15 .09-.40 .06-.44 .27 .16  .17 .25 .15 .09-.40 .27 .16 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
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All 928 11 .32 .19 .47 .14 .31-.62 .29-.65 .50 .15  .32 .47 .14 .31-.62 .50 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 367 6 .35 .23 .48 .20 .23-.73 .23-.74 .53 .22  .35 .48 .20 .23-.73 .53 .22 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 186 2 .14 .05 .29 .00 .16-.40 .29-.29 .31 .00  .14 .29 .00 .16-.40 .31 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 742 9 .36 .19 .50 .11 .33-.67 .36-.64 .54 .12  .36 .50 .11 .33-.67 .54 .12 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .10 -- .20 -- -.28-.61 ----- .22 --  .10 .20 -- -.28-.61 .22 -- 
      Age: 40 and above 267 2 .31 .25 .42 .29 -.07-.90 .05-.79 .45 .31  .31 .42 .29 -.07-.90 .45 .31 
      Clerical Job: No 928 11 .32 .19 .47 .14 .31-.62 .29-.65 .51 .15  .32 .47 .14 .31-.62 .51 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 453 4 .24 .19 .39 .19 .09-.65 .14-.63 .42 .21  .24 .39 .19 .09-.65 .42 .21 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
        
All 1,112 16 .25 .17 .34 .11 .23-.46 .20-.48 .37 .12  .25 .34 .11 .23-.46 .37 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 41 1 .32 -- .45 -- .06-.83 ----- .48 --  .32 .45 -- .06-.83 .48 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 464 7 .23 .19 .30 .15 .12-.49 .10-.50 .33 .17  .23 .30 .15 .12-.49 .33 .17 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,112 16 .25 .17 .34 .11 .23-.46 .20-.48 .37 .12  .25 .34 .11 .23-.46 .37 .12 
      Age: Below 40 170 3 .05 .19 .07 .19 -.23-.37 -.17-.31 .08 .21  .05 .07 .19 -.23-.37 .08 .21 
      Age: 40 and above 575 6 .22 .15 .31 .10 .14-.47 .18-.43 .33 .10  .22 .31 .10 .14-.47 .33 .10 
      Clerical Job: No 1,112 16 .25 .17 .34 .11 .23-.46 .20-.48 .37 .12  .25 .34 .11 .23-.46 .37 .12 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 679 7 .17 .17 .23 .17 .06-.41 .02-.45 .25 .18  .17 .23 .17 .06-.41 .25 .18 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 117 1 .22 -- .43 -- .10-.69 ----- .47 --  .22 .43 -- .10-.69 .47 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .22 -- .43 -- .10-.69 ----- .47 --  .22 .43 -- .10-.69 .47 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 .22 -- .44 -- .10-.70 ----- .48 --  .22 .44 -- .10-.70 .48 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 .22 -- .47 -- .11-.73 ----- .51 --  .22 .47 -- .11-.73 .51 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
 
All 117 1 .22 -- .43 -- .10-.69 ----- .47 --  .22 .43 -- .10-.69 .47 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 .22 -- .43 -- .10-.69 ----- .47 --  .22 .43 -- .10-.69 .47 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 .22 -- .44 -- .10-.70 ----- .48 --  .22 .44 -- .10-.70 .48 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 .22 -- .47 -- .11-.73 ----- .51 --  .22 .47 -- .11-.73 .51 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 364 4 .26 .10 .34 .00 .21-.47 .34-.34 .37 .00  .26 .34 .00 .21-.47 .37 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
      Age: Below 40 136 2 .17 .09 .23 .00 .05-.41 .23-.23 .25 .00  .17 .23 .00 .05-.41 .25 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 373 3 .23 .14 .31 .08 .10-.53 .20-.42 .34 .09  .23 .31 .08 .10-.53 .34 .09 
      Clerical Job: No 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 364 4 .26 .10 .34 .00 .21-.47 .34-.34 .37 .00  .26 .34 .00 .21-.47 .37 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
      Age: Below 40 136 2 .17 .09 .23 .00 .05-.41 .23-.23 .25 .00  .17 .23 .00 .05-.41 .25 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 373 3 .23 .14 .31 .08 .10-.53 .20-.42 .34 .09  .23 .31 .08 .10-.53 .34 .09 
      Clerical Job: No 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 509 5 .21 .12 .29 .00 .15-.43 .29-.29 .31 .00  .21 .29 .00 .15-.43 .31 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A155 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Task Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
           
All 6,305 13 .44 .22 .55 .26 .37-.74 .23-.88 .65 .30  .44 .55 .26 .37-.74 .65 .30 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 387 1 .60 -- .75 -- .65-.85 ----- .89 --  .60 .75 -- .65-.85 .89 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,604 4 .35 .12 .44 .12 .26-.62 .28-.60 .52 .15  .35 .44 .12 .26-.62 .52 .15 
      Complexity: Low 3,248 7 .44 .25 .56 .30 .28-.84 .17-.95 .65 .35  .45 .57 .31 .28-.85 .65 .36 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 6,239 12 .43 .22 .55 .25 .37-.73 .23-.87 .64 .30  .43 .55 .25 .37-.73 .64 .30 
      Sample Type: Civilian 66 1 .64 -- .81 -- .63-.98 ----- .87 --  .64 .81 -- .63-.98 .87 -- 
      Age: Below 40 69 1 .38 -- .63 -- .31-.84 ----- .68 --  .38 .63 -- .31-.84 .68 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 6,305 13 .44 .22 .55 .26 .37-.74 .23-.88 .65 .30  .44 .55 .26 .37-.74 .65 .30 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 3,366 8 .62 .05 .78 .00 .72-.84 .78-.78 .94 .00  .62 .78 .00 .72-.84 .94 .00 
      Context: Admin. 2,766 3 .35 .05 .44 .00 .35-.53 .44-.44 .51 .00  .35 .44 .00 .35-.53 .51 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 387 1 .60 -- .75 -- .65-.85 ----- .89 --  .60 .75 -- .65-.85 .89 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 387 1 .60 -- .75 -- .65-.85 ----- .89 --  .60 .75 -- .65-.85 .89 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 387 1 .60 -- .75 -- .65-.85 ----- .89 --  .60 .75 -- .65-.85 .89 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 387 1 .60 -- .75 -- .65-.85 ----- .89 --  .60 .75 -- .65-.85 .89 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 2,604 4 .35 .12 .44 .12 .26-.62 .28-.60 .52 .15  .35 .44 .12 .26-.62 .52 .15 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  1166 
            Sample Type: Military 2,604 4 .35 .12 .44 .12 .26-.62 .28-.60 .52 .15  .35 .44 .12 .26-.62 .52 .15 
                  Age: Below 40 69 1 .38 -- .64 -- .33-.85 ----- .70 --  .38 .64 -- .33-.85 .70 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,604 4 .35 .12 .44 .12 .26-.62 .28-.60 .52 .15  .35 .44 .12 .26-.62 .52 .15 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,141 2 .61 .02 .76 .00 .73-.79 .76-.76 .90 .00  .61 .76 .00 .73-.79 .90 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 1,463 2 .31 .00 .40 .00 .30-.49 .40-.40 .47 .00  .31 .40 .00 .30-.49 .47 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 3,248 7 .44 .25 .56 .30 .28-.84 .17-.95 .65 .35  .45 .57 .31 .28-.85 .65 .36 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 3,248 7 .44 .25 .56 .30 .28-.84 .17-.95 .65 .35  .44 .56 .30 .28-.84 .65 .35 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 3,248 7 .44 .25 .56 .30 .28-.84 .17-.95 .65 .35  .44 .56 .30 .28-.84 .65 .35 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,838 5 .61 .06 .77 .00 .68-.86 .77-.77 .89 .00  .61 .77 .00 .68-.86 .89 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 1,303 1 .38 -- .47 -- .40-.55 ----- .55 --  .38 .47 -- .40-.55 .55 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
      
All 2,912 12 .36 .07 .42 .00 .36-.48 .42-.42 .49 .00  .36 .42 .00 .36-.48 .49 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 121 1 .47 -- .55 -- .33-.77 ----- .65 --  .47 .55 -- .33-.77 .65 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,682 6 .36 .09 .42 .02 .33-.52 .39-.45 .50 .03  .36 .42 .02 .33-.52 .50 .03 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .34 .02 .40 .00 .36-.43 .40-.40 .46 .00  .34 .40 .00 .36-.43 .46 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 2,817 9 .36 .07 .41 .00 .36-.47 .41-.41 .49 .00  .36 .41 .00 .36-.47 .49 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 95 3 .52 .13 .61 .00 .44-.78 .61-.61 .66 .00  .52 .61 .00 .44-.78 .66 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 2,649 11 .35 .06 .41 .00 .36-.46 .41-.41 .48 .00  .35 .41 .00 .36-.46 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .47 -- .55 -- .38-.72 ----- .63 --  .47 .55 -- .38-.72 .63 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 2,817 9 .36 .07 .41 .00 .36-.47 .41-.41 .49 .00  .36 .41 .00 .36-.47 .49 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
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      Complexity: High 121 1 .47 -- .55 -- .33-.77 ----- .65 --  .47 .55 -- .33-.77 .65 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 121 1 .47 -- .55 -- .33-.77 ----- .65 --  .47 .55 -- .33-.77 .65 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 121 1 .47 -- .55 -- .33-.77 ----- .65 --  .47 .55 -- .33-.77 .65 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 121 1 .47 -- .55 -- .33-.77 ----- .65 --  .47 .55 -- .33-.77 .65 -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,682 6 .36 .09 .42 .02 .33-.52 .39-.45 .50 .03  .36 .42 .02 .33-.52 .50 .03 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,647 5 .36 .09 .41 .02 .32-.51 .38-.44 .49 .03  .36 .41 .02 .32-.51 .49 .03 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,384 4 .33 .08 .38 .00 .30-.47 .38-.38 .46 .00  .33 .38 .00 .30-.47 .46 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 263 1 .47 -- .55 -- .38-.72 ----- .65 --  .47 .55 -- .38-.72 .65 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,647 5 .36 .09 .41 .02 .32-.51 .38-.44 .49 .03  .36 .41 .02 .32-.51 .49 .03 
            Sample Type: Civilian 35 1 .65 -- .74 -- .50-.99 ----- .80 --  .65 .74 -- .50-.99 .80 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 35 1 .65 -- .74 -- .50-.99 ----- .80 --  .65 .74 -- .50-.99 .80 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 949 2 .34 .02 .40 .00 .36-.43 .40-.40 .46 .00  .34 .40 .00 .36-.43 .46 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 949 2 .34 .02 .40 .00 .36-.43 .40-.40 .46 .00  .34 .40 .00 .36-.43 .46 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 949 2 .34 .02 .40 .00 .36-.43 .40-.40 .46 .00  .34 .40 .00 .36-.43 .46 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 949 2 .34 .02 .40 .00 .36-.43 .40-.40 .46 .00  .34 .40 .00 .36-.43 .46 .00 
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            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
          
All 135 1 .36 -- .44 -- .26-.61 ----- .47 --  .36 .44 -- .26-.61 .47 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 135 1 .36 -- .44 -- .26-.61 ----- .47 --  .36 .44 -- .26-.61 .47 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 135 1 .36 -- .44 -- .26-.61 ----- .47 --  .36 .44 -- .26-.61 .47 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 135 1 .36 -- .44 -- .26-.61 ----- .47 --  .36 .44 -- .26-.61 .47 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
          
All 1,940 20 .15 .14 .25 .10 .15-.34 .12-.37 .27 .11  .17 .27 .09 .17-.37 .29 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 935 15 .23 .13 .33 .00 .24-.42 .33-.33 .36 .00  .23 .33 .00 .24-.42 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 705 3 .08 .07 .16 .00 .00-.31 .16-.16 .18 .00  .08 .16 .00 .00-.31 .18 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,235 17 .20 .15 .27 .07 .17-.37 .18-.36 .29 .08  .20 .27 .07 .17-.37 .29 .08 
      Age: Below 40 238 4 .10 .13 .17 .00 -.05-.39 .17-.17 .19 .00  .10 .17 .00 -.05-.39 .19 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 575 6 .18 .16 .25 .14 .07-.42 .06-.43 .27 .15  .18 .25 .14 .07-.42 .27 .15 
      Clerical Job: No 1,798 19 .14 .13 .23 .07 .13-.32 .13-.32 .24 .08  .15 .25 .07 .15-.34 .27 .07 
      Clerical Job: Yes 142 1 .36 -- .50 -- .30-.69 ----- .54 --  .36 .50 -- .30-.69 .54 -- 
      Context: Research 900 10 .12 .14 .20 .11 .06-.33 .06-.34 .21 .12  .12 .20 .11 .06-.33 .21 .12 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 935 15 .23 .13 .33 .00 .24-.42 .33-.33 .36 .00  .23 .33 .00 .24-.42 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 867 14 .23 .13 .29 .00 .20-.38 .29-.29 .32 .00  .23 .29 .00 .20-.38 .32 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 170 3 .05 .12 .06 .00 -.11-.23 .06-.06 .07 .00  .05 .06 .00 -.11-.23 .07 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 294 4 .30 .06 .39 .00 .31-.47 .39-.39 .42 .00  .30 .39 .00 .31-.47 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 725 13 .20 .13 .26 .00 .17-.35 .26-.26 .28 .00  .20 .26 .00 .17-.35 .28 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 142 1 .36 -- .47 -- .28-.67 ----- .51 --  .36 .47 -- .28-.67 .51 -- 
                  Context: Research 434 6 .18 .14 .23 .06 .08-.38 .16-.31 .25 .06  .18 .23 .06 .08-.38 .25 .06 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
           
All 1,940 20 .16 .14 .25 .10 .15-.34 .12-.38 .27 .11  .17 .27 .09 .17-.37 .30 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 935 15 .23 .13 .33 .00 .24-.42 .33-.33 .36 .00  .23 .33 .00 .24-.42 .36 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 705 3 .08 .07 .16 .00 .00-.31 .16-.16 .18 .00  .08 .16 .00 .00-.31 .18 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,235 17 .20 .15 .27 .07 .18-.37 .18-.37 .30 .08  .20 .27 .07 .18-.37 .30 .08 
      Age: Below 40 238 4 .11 .14 .19 .07 -.06-.43 .11-.28 .21 .07  .11 .19 .07 -.06-.43 .21 .07 
      Age: 40 and above 575 6 .18 .16 .25 .14 .07-.42 .06-.43 .27 .15  .18 .25 .14 .07-.42 .27 .15 
      Clerical Job: No 1,798 19 .14 .13 .23 .08 .13-.32 .13-.33 .25 .08  .15 .25 .07 .15-.35 .27 .08 
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      Clerical Job: Yes 142 1 .36 -- .50 -- .30-.69 ----- .54 --  .36 .50 -- .30-.69 .54 -- 
      Context: Research 900 10 .12 .14 .20 .11 .06-.34 .05-.35 .22 .12  .12 .20 .11 .06-.34 .22 .12 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 935 15 .23 .13 .33 .00 .24-.42 .33-.33 .36 .00  .23 .33 .00 .24-.42 .36 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 68 1 .23 -- .46 -- -.01-.78 ----- .50 --  .23 .46 -- -.01-.78 .50 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 867 14 .23 .13 .30 .00 .21-.39 .30-.30 .32 .00  .23 .30 .00 .21-.39 .32 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 170 3 .06 .15 .08 .06 -.13-.29 .00-.16 .09 .07  .06 .08 .06 -.13-.29 .09 .07 
                  Age: 40 and above 294 4 .30 .06 .39 .00 .31-.47 .39-.39 .42 .00  .30 .39 .00 .31-.47 .42 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 725 13 .20 .13 .26 .00 .17-.35 .26-.26 .29 .00  .20 .26 .00 .17-.35 .29 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 142 1 .36 -- .47 -- .28-.67 ----- .51 --  .36 .47 -- .28-.67 .51 -- 
                  Context: Research 434 6 .18 .14 .24 .06 .09-.39 .16-.32 .26 .07  .18 .24 .06 .09-.39 .26 .07 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
        
All 391 7 .04 .14 .05 .04 -.09-.20 .00-.11 .06 .04  .04 .05 .04 -.09-.20 .06 .04 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 255 6 .11 .12 .14 .00 .01-.27 .14-.14 .15 .00  .11 .14 .00 .01-.27 .15 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 391 7 .04 .14 .05 .04 -.09-.20 .00-.11 .06 .04  .04 .05 .04 -.09-.20 .06 .04 
      Age: Below 40 79 2 .13 .21 .18 .18 -.22-.59 -.04-.41 .20 .19  .13 .18 .18 -.22-.59 .20 .19 
      Age: 40 and above 136 1 -.09 -- -.12 -- -.36-.11 ----- -.13 --  -.09 -.12 -- -.36-.11 -.13 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 391 7 .04 .14 .05 .04 -.09-.20 .00-.11 .06 .04  .04 .05 .04 -.09-.20 .06 .04 
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      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 215 3 -.01 .17 -.01 .17 -.28-.26 -.23-.21 -.01 .18  -.01 -.01 .17 -.28-.26 -.01 .18 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
     
All 821 10 .17 .14 .24 .09 .11-.36 .13-.35 .25 .09  .17 .24 .09 .11-.36 .25 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 540 8 .22 .14 .29 .00 .16-.42 .29-.29 .31 .00  .22 .29 .00 .16-.42 .31 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 821 10 .17 .14 .24 .09 .11-.36 .13-.35 .25 .09  .17 .24 .09 .11-.36 .25 .09 
      Age: Below 40 136 2 .07 .18 .10 .18 -.25-.44 -.13-.33 .11 .20  .07 .10 .18 -.25-.44 .11 .20 
      Age: 40 and above 509 4 .17 .14 .23 .12 .04-.42 .07-.38 .25 .13  .17 .23 .12 .04-.42 .25 .13 
      Clerical Job: No 821 10 .17 .14 .24 .09 .11-.36 .13-.35 .25 .09  .17 .24 .09 .11-.36 .25 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 645 6 .15 .14 .20 .12 .04-.36 .05-.35 .22 .13  .15 .20 .12 .04-.36 .22 .13 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
          
All 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 45 1 .09 -- .12 -- -.27-.51 ----- .13 --  .09 .12 -- -.27-.51 .13 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Age: Below 40 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
         
All 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 45 1 .09 -- .12 -- -.27-.51 ----- .13 --  .09 .12 -- -.27-.51 .13 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Age: Below 40 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 45 1 .09 -- .13 -- -.28-.53 ----- .14 --  .09 .13 -- -.28-.53 .14 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
           
All 323 2 .20 .04 .42 .00 .30-.52 .42-.42 .45 .00  .20 .42 .00 .30-.53 .46 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 68 1 .25 -- .54 -- .06-.84 ----- .59 --  .25 .54 -- .06-.84 .59 -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .18 -- .36 -- .13-.57 ----- .40 --  .18 .37 -- -.03-.69 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 323 2 .20 .04 .42 .00 .30-.52 .42-.42 .45 .00  .20 .42 .00 .30-.52 .45 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 68 1 .25 -- .52 -- .06-.83 ----- .57 --  .25 .52 -- .06-.83 .57 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 323 2 .20 .04 .42 .00 .30-.53 .42-.42 .46 .00  .20 .42 .00 .30-.54 .46 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 323 2 .20 .04 .45 .00 .33-.56 .45-.45 .49 .00  .20 .45 .00 .33-.56 .49 .00 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 323 2 .20 .04 .42 .00 .30-.52 .42-.42 .45 .00  .20 .42 .00 .30-.53 .46 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 68 1 .25 -- .54 -- .06-.84 ----- .59 --  .25 .54 -- .06-.84 .59 -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .18 -- .36 -- .13-.57 ----- .40 --  .18 .37 -- -.03-.69 .40 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 323 2 .20 .04 .42 .00 .30-.52 .42-.42 .45 .00  .20 .42 .00 .30-.52 .45 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 68 1 .25 -- .52 -- .06-.83 ----- .57 --  .25 .52 -- .06-.83 .57 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 323 2 .20 .04 .42 .00 .30-.53 .42-.42 .46 .00  .20 .42 .00 .30-.54 .46 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 323 2 .20 .04 .45 .00 .33-.56 .45-.45 .49 .00  .20 .45 .00 .33-.56 .49 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All 255 1 .15 -- .30 -- .06-.52 ----- .33 --  .15 .30 -- .04-.53 .33 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .15 -- .29 -- .06-.49 ----- .31 --  .15 .29 -- -.09-.61 .31 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .15 -- .30 -- .06-.52 ----- .33 --  .15 .30 -- .06-.52 .33 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .15 -- .31 -- .06-.52 ----- .33 --  .15 .31 -- .04-.54 .33 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .15 -- .33 -- .07-.55 ----- .36 --  .15 .33 -- .06-.56 .36 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All 255 1 .15 -- .30 -- .06-.52 ----- .33 --  .15 .30 -- .04-.53 .33 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .15 -- .29 -- .06-.49 ----- .31 --  .15 .29 -- -.09-.61 .31 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .15 -- .30 -- .06-.52 ----- .33 --  .15 .30 -- .06-.52 .33 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .15 -- .31 -- .06-.52 ----- .33 --  .15 .31 -- .04-.54 .33 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 255 1 .15 -- .33 -- .07-.55 ----- .36 --  .15 .33 -- .06-.56 .36 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A156 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Overall Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
           
All 12,787 55 .13 .13 .19 .14 .11-.27 .01-.37 .21 .16  .13 .18 .13 .10-.26 .20 .15 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,550 12 .14 .16 .20 .17 .07-.33 -.02-.42 .22 .19  .14 .20 .17 .07-.33 .22 .19 
      Complexity: Medium 6,724 22 .08 .09 .11 .08 .04-.19 .02-.21 .13 .08  .08 .11 .08 .04-.19 .13 .08 
      Complexity: Low 1,775 6 .25 .10 .34 .00 .21-.47 .34-.34 .39 .00  .24 .33 .00 .20-.47 .38 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 7,552 15 .09 .10 .13 .10 .03-.22 .00-.26 .15 .12  .09 .13 .10 .03-.22 .15 .12 
      Sample Type: Civilian 5,235 40 .20 .17 .27 .17 .20-.34 .06-.48 .29 .18  .19 .27 .17 .19-.34 .29 .18 
      Age: Below 40 151 2 .19 .35 .26 .44 -.40-.92 -.30-.83 .29 .48  .19 .26 .44 -.40-.92 .29 .48 
      Age: 40 and above 717 9 .15 .18 .21 .17 .05-.37 .00-.42 .23 .18  .15 .21 .17 .05-.37 .23 .18 
      Clerical Job: No 12,756 54 .13 .13 .19 .14 .11-.27 .01-.37 .21 .16  .13 .18 .13 .10-.26 .20 .15 
      Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .31 -- .54 -- -.03-.92 ----- .59 --  .31 .54 -- -.03-.92 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 2,605 22 .12 .15 .17 .15 .08-.26 -.02-.36 .18 .16  .12 .17 .15 .08-.26 .19 .16 
      Context: Admin. 7,137 10 .10 .10 .14 .11 .04-.24 .00-.28 .16 .13  .10 .14 .11 .04-.24 .16 .13 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 1,550 12 .14 .16 .20 .17 .07-.33 -.02-.42 .22 .19  .14 .20 .17 .07-.33 .22 .19 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 254 1 .06 -- .13 -- -.13-.38 ----- .15 --  .06 .13 -- -.13-.38 .15 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 254 1 .06 -- .13 -- -.13-.38 ----- .15 --  .06 .13 -- -.13-.38 .15 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,296 11 .15 .17 .21 .18 .07-.35 -.02-.44 .23 .20  .17 .23 .16 .10-.37 .25 .17 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 142 3 .34 .15 .47 .00 .24-.70 .47-.47 .51 .00  .34 .47 .00 .24-.70 .51 .00 
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                  Clerical Job: No 1,296 11 .15 .17 .21 .18 .07-.35 -.02-.44 .23 .20  .17 .23 .16 .10-.37 .25 .17 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 1,091 7 .15 .17 .21 .19 .03-.38 -.03-.44 .22 .20  .16 .22 .17 .06-.39 .24 .19 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 6,724 22 .08 .09 .11 .08 .04-.19 .02-.21 .13 .08  .08 .11 .08 .04-.19 .13 .08 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,458 7 .06 .06 .08 .06 .00-.16 .00-.16 .10 .07  .06 .08 .06 .00-.16 .10 .07 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,427 6 .06 .05 .08 .03 .01-.15 .04-.11 .09 .04  .06 .08 .03 .01-.15 .09 .04 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .31 -- .60 -- -.04-.93 ----- .65 --  .31 .60 -- -.04-.93 .65 -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.50-.20 ----- -.19 --  -.08 -.17 -- -.50-.20 -.19 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .05 .08 .04 .02-.15 .04-.13 .10 .04  .06 .08 .04 .02-.15 .10 .04 
            Sample Type: Civilian 1,266 15 .19 .16 .25 .12 .14-.36 .09-.41 .27 .13  .19 .25 .12 .14-.36 .27 .13 
                  Age: Below 40 151 2 .19 .35 .25 .42 -.38-.91 -.29-.78 .27 .46  .19 .25 .42 -.38-.91 .27 .46 
                  Age: 40 and above 294 4 .21 .12 .27 .00 .12-.42 .27-.27 .29 .00  .21 .27 .00 .12-.42 .29 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,266 15 .19 .16 .25 .12 .14-.36 .09-.41 .27 .13  .19 .25 .12 .14-.36 .27 .13 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 602 7 .12 .15 .16 .12 .02-.30 .01-.31 .17 .13  .12 .16 .12 .02-.30 .17 .13 
                  Context: Admin. 129 1 .10 -- .13 -- -.09-.35 ----- .14 --  .10 .13 -- -.09-.35 .14 -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,775 6 .25 .10 .34 .00 .21-.47 .34-.34 .39 .00  .24 .33 .00 .20-.47 .38 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,575 4 .23 .10 .32 .04 .18-.45 .27-.36 .37 .04  .23 .32 .04 .18-.45 .37 .04 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,575 4 .23 .10 .32 .04 .18-.45 .27-.36 .37 .04  .23 .32 .04 .18-.45 .37 .04 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .23 .10 .32 .04 .18-.45 .27-.36 .37 .04  .23 .32 .04 .18-.45 .37 .04 
            Sample Type: Civilian 200 2 .37 .06 .51 .00 .41-.62 .51-.51 .55 .00  .38 .52 .00 .41-.62 .56 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 200 2 .37 .06 .51 .00 .41-.62 .51-.51 .55 .00  .37 .51 .00 .41-.62 .56 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 1,145 10 .11 .12 .18 .08 .06-.29 .07-.28 .19 .09  .12 .18 .08 .06-.29 .19 .09 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 666 4 .10 .08 .16 .00 .03-.28 .16-.16 .17 .00  .10 .16 .00 .03-.28 .17 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 268 3 .02 .11 .03 .04 -.18-.23 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .02 .03 .04 -.18-.23 .03 .04 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 382 2 .00 .08 .00 .07 -.23-.23 -.09-.09 .00 .08  .00 .00 .07 -.23-.23 .00 .08 
      Sample Type: Civilian 763 8 .17 .09 .23 .00 .14-.32 .23-.23 .25 .00  .17 .23 .00 .14-.32 .25 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 30 1 .11 -- .15 -- -.35-.66 ----- .17 --  .11 .15 -- -.35-.66 .17 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,145 10 .11 .12 .18 .08 .06-.29 .07-.28 .19 .09  .12 .18 .08 .07-.30 .20 .09 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 692 7 .12 .13 .18 .09 .04-.33 .06-.30 .20 .10  .12 .18 .09 .04-.33 .20 .10 
      Context: Admin. 129 1 .10 -- .14 -- -.10-.38 ----- .15 --  .10 .14 -- -.10-.38 .15 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator Analysis                  
      Complexity: High 666 4 .10 .08 .16 .00 .03-.28 .16-.16 .17 .00  .10 .16 .00 .03-.28 .17 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 254 1 .04 -- .09 -- -.18-.34 ----- .09 --  .04 .09 -- -.18-.34 .09 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 254 1 .04 -- .09 -- -.18-.34 ----- .09 --  .04 .09 -- -.18-.34 .09 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 412 3 .13 .08 .19 .00 .06-.31 .19-.19 .20 .00  .14 .19 .00 .07-.32 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 30 1 .11 -- .15 -- -.35-.66 ----- .17 --  .11 .15 -- -.35-.66 .17 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 412 3 .13 .08 .19 .00 .06-.31 .19-.19 .20 .00  .14 .19 .00 .07-.32 .21 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 412 3 .13 .08 .19 .00 .06-.31 .19-.19 .20 .00  .13 .19 .00 .06-.31 .20 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 268 3 .02 .11 .03 .04 -.18-.23 -.02-.07 .03 .04  .02 .03 .04 -.18-.23 .03 .04 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military 128 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.50-.20 ----- -.19 --  -.08 -.17 -- -.50-.20 -.19 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 128 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.50-.20 ----- -.19 --  -.08 -.17 -- -.50-.20 -.19 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 128 1 -.08 -- -.17 -- -.50-.20 ----- -.19 --  -.08 -.17 -- -.50-.20 -.19 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 140 2 .10 .01 .13 .00 .11-.16 .13-.13 .14 .00  .10 .13 .00 .11-.16 .14 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 140 2 .10 .01 .13 .00 .11-.16 .13-.13 .14 .00  .10 .13 .00 .11-.16 .14 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 11 1 .14 -- .18 -- -.67-1.00 ----- .19 --  .14 .18 -- -.67-1.00 .19 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 129 1 .10 -- .13 -- -.09-.35 ----- .14 --  .10 .13 -- -.09-.35 .14 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
         
All 11,249 42 .12 .12 .16 .13 .08-.25 -.01-.33 .18 .15  .12 .16 .13 .08-.25 .18 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 1,138 9 .14 .18 .22 .22 .04-.39 -.06-.49 .23 .24  .14 .22 .22 .04-.39 .23 .24 
      Complexity: Medium 6,296 17 .08 .07 .11 .04 .04-.18 .05-.16 .12 .05  .08 .11 .04 .04-.18 .12 .05 
      Complexity: Low 1,775 6 .25 .10 .34 .00 .21-.47 .34-.34 .39 .00  .24 .33 .00 .20-.47 .38 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 7,424 14 .10 .09 .14 .10 .04-.23 .01-.26 .16 .11  .10 .14 .10 .04-.23 .16 .11 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,825 28 .15 .16 .21 .17 .13-.29 -.01-.43 .23 .18  .16 .22 .17 .13-.30 .23 .18 
      Age: Below 40 151 2 .19 .35 .26 .44 -.40-.92 -.30-.83 .29 .48  .19 .26 .44 -.40-.92 .29 .48 
      Age: 40 and above 687 8 .16 .18 .21 .18 .04-.39 -.02-.45 .23 .20  .16 .21 .18 .04-.39 .23 .20 
      Clerical Job: No 11,218 41 .11 .12 .16 .13 .08-.25 -.01-.33 .18 .15  .12 .16 .13 .08-.25 .18 .14 
      Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .31 -- .54 -- -.03-.92 ----- .59 --  .31 .54 -- -.03-.92 .59 -- 
      Context: Research 1,913 15 .12 .16 .16 .17 .05-.28 -.06-.38 .18 .18  .12 .17 .17 .06-.28 .18 .18 
      Context: Admin. 7,008 9 .10 .09 .14 .11 .05-.23 .01-.28 .16 .12  .10 .14 .11 .05-.23 .16 .12 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 1,138 9 .14 .18 .22 .22 .04-.39 -.06-.49 .23 .24  .14 .22 .22 .04-.39 .23 .24 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 254 1 .09 -- .18 -- -.08-.42 ----- .20 --  .09 .18 -- -.08-.42 .20 -- 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 254 1 .09 -- .18 -- -.08-.42 ----- .20 --  .09 .18 -- -.08-.42 .20 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 884 8 .16 .21 .22 .23 .02-.42 -.08-.52 .24 .25  .19 .26 .21 .06-.45 .28 .23 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above 112 2 .40 .00 .55 .00 .55-.55 .55-.55 .60 .00  .40 .55 .00 .55-.55 .60 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 884 8 .16 .21 .22 .23 .02-.42 -.08-.52 .24 .25  .19 .26 .21 .06-.45 .28 .23 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 679 4 .16 .22 .22 .27 -.08-.51 -.13-.56 .24 .29  .18 .25 .25 -.04-.54 .27 .27 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 6,296 17 .08 .07 .11 .04 .04-.18 .05-.16 .12 .05  .08 .11 .04 .04-.18 .12 .05 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,330 6 .06 .05 .09 .02 .02-.15 .06-.11 .10 .03  .06 .09 .02 .02-.15 .10 .03 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,299 5 .06 .05 .08 .04 .02-.15 .04-.13 .10 .04  .06 .08 .04 .02-.15 .10 .04 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 31 1 .31 -- .60 -- -.04-.93 ----- .65 --  .31 .60 -- -.04-.93 .65 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .06 .05 .08 .04 .02-.15 .04-.13 .10 .04  .06 .08 .04 .02-.15 .10 .04 
            Sample Type: Civilian 966 11 .17 .14 .22 .09 .11-.33 .10-.33 .24 .10  .17 .22 .09 .11-.33 .24 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 151 2 .19 .35 .25 .42 -.38-.91 -.29-.78 .27 .46  .19 .25 .42 -.38-.91 .27 .46 
                  Age: 40 and above 294 4 .21 .12 .27 .00 .12-.42 .27-.27 .29 .00  .21 .27 .00 .12-.42 .29 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 966 11 .17 .14 .22 .09 .11-.33 .10-.33 .24 .10  .17 .22 .09 .11-.33 .24 .10 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 591 6 .12 .15 .16 .14 .00-.32 -.02-.33 .17 .15  .12 .16 .14 .00-.32 .17 .15 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,775 6 .25 .10 .34 .00 .21-.47 .34-.34 .39 .00  .24 .33 .00 .20-.47 .38 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 1,575 4 .23 .10 .32 .04 .18-.45 .27-.36 .37 .04  .23 .32 .04 .18-.45 .37 .04 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,575 4 .23 .10 .32 .04 .18-.45 .27-.36 .37 .04  .23 .32 .04 .18-.45 .37 .04 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,575 4 .23 .10 .32 .04 .18-.45 .27-.36 .37 .04  .23 .32 .04 .18-.45 .37 .04 
            Sample Type: Civilian 200 2 .37 .06 .51 .00 .41-.62 .51-.51 .55 .00  .38 .52 .00 .41-.62 .56 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 200 2 .37 .06 .51 .00 .41-.62 .51-.51 .55 .00  .37 .51 .00 .41-.62 .56 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
          
All 1,079 5 .30 .22 .41 .24 .14-.67 .09-.72 .44 .26  .29 .40 .24 .14-.66 .43 .26 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 160 2 .42 .19 .55 .10 .21-.92 .43-.68 .60 .10  .42 .55 .10 .21-.92 .60 .10 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,079 5 .30 .22 .41 .24 .14-.67 .09-.72 .44 .26  .29 .40 .24 .14-.67 .44 .26 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 1,079 5 .30 .22 .41 .24 .14-.67 .09-.72 .44 .26  .29 .40 .24 .13-.66 .43 .26 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 160 2 .42 .19 .55 .10 .21-.92 .43-.68 .60 .10  .42 .55 .10 .21-.92 .60 .10 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 160 2 .42 .19 .55 .10 .21-.92 .43-.68 .60 .10  .42 .55 .10 .21-.92 .60 .10 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 160 2 .42 .19 .55 .10 .21-.92 .43-.68 .60 .10  .42 .55 .10 .21-.92 .60 .10 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 44 3 .12 .32 .18 .22 -.36-.71 -.11-.46 .19 .24  .12 .18 .22 -.36-.71 .19 .24 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 8,642 1 .21 -- .41 -- .38-.45 ----- .45 --  .21 .41 -- .17-.62 .45 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .21 -- .41 -- .38-.45 ----- .45 --  .21 .41 -- .28-.53 .45 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .21 -- .42 -- .38-.45 ----- .45 --  .21 .42 -- .17-.62 .46 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .21 -- .45 -- .41-.49 ----- .49 --  .21 .45 -- .21-.64 .49 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
      
All 8,642 1 .21 -- .41 -- .38-.45 ----- .45 --  .21 .41 -- .17-.62 .45 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .21 -- .41 -- .38-.45 ----- .45 --  .21 .41 -- .28-.53 .45 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .21 -- .42 -- .38-.45 ----- .45 --  .21 .42 -- .17-.62 .46 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 8,642 1 .21 -- .45 -- .41-.49 ----- .49 --  .21 .45 -- .21-.64 .49 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A157 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and CWB 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.27-.12 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.24-.10 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.35-.21 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.26-.11 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.28-.13 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.26-.11 -.08 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
            
All 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.27-.12 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.24-.10 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.35-.21 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.26-.11 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.28-.13 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.26-.11 -.08 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
             
All 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 87 1 -.21 -- -.29 -- -.57--.01 ----- -.31 --  -.21 -.29 -- -.57--.01 -.31 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
       
All 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.04-.04 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.27-.27 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.04-.04 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.15-.15 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.04-.04 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.28-.28 .00 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.05 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.28-.28 .00 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
         
All 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.04-.04 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.27-.27 .00 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.04-.04 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.15-.15 .00 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.04-.04 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.28-.28 .00 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 .00 -- .00 -- -.05-.05 ----- .00 --  .00 .00 -- -.28-.28 .00 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A158 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and OCB 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All 473 3 .02 .10 .03 .11 -.18-.25 -.10-.17 .04 .12  .01 .03 .12 -.21-.26 .03 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 49 1 .20 -- .25 -- -.10-.62 ----- .28 --  .20 .25 -- -.10-.62 .28 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 424 2 .00 .08 -.01 .07 -.22-.21 -.09-.08 -.01 .07  .00 -.01 .07 -.22-.21 -.01 .07 
      Sample Type: Civilian 49 1 .20 -- .27 -- -.11-.65 ----- .29 --  .20 .27 -- -.11-.65 .29 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 473 3 .02 .10 .04 .11 -.18-.25 -.10-.17 .04 .12  .01 .03 .12 -.21-.27 .03 .13 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 -.09 -- -.21 -- -.56-.21 ----- -.22 --  -.09 -.21 -- -.56-.21 -.22 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All 307 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.17-.29 ----- .07 --  .03 .06 -- -.21-.33 .07 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.17-.29 ----- .07 --  .03 .06 -- -.17-.29 .07 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 307 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.17-.29 ----- .07 --  .03 .06 -- -.22-.33 .07 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All 307 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.17-.29 ----- .07 --  .03 .06 -- -.21-.33 .07 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 307 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.17-.29 ----- .07 --  .03 .06 -- -.17-.29 .07 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 307 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.17-.29 ----- .07 --  .03 .06 -- -.22-.33 .07 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
       
All 49 1 .20 -- .27 -- -.11-.65 ----- .29 --  .20 .27 -- -.11-.65 .29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 49 1 .20 -- .25 -- -.10-.62 ----- .28 --  .20 .25 -- -.10-.62 .28 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 49 1 .20 -- .27 -- -.11-.65 ----- .29 --  .20 .27 -- -.11-.65 .29 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 49 1 .20 -- .27 -- -.11-.65 ----- .29 --  .20 .27 -- -.11-.65 .29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All 49 1 .20 -- .27 -- -.11-.65 ----- .29 --  .20 .27 -- -.11-.65 .29 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 49 1 .20 -- .25 -- -.10-.62 ----- .28 --  .20 .25 -- -.10-.62 .28 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 49 1 .20 -- .27 -- -.11-.65 ----- .29 --  .20 .27 -- -.11-.65 .29 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 49 1 .20 -- .27 -- -.11-.65 ----- .29 --  .20 .27 -- -.11-.65 .29 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
          
All 117 1 -.09 -- -.19 -- -.52-.19 ----- -.20 --  -.09 -.19 -- -.52-.19 -.20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 -.09 -- -.19 -- -.52-.19 ----- -.20 --  -.09 -.19 -- -.52-.19 -.20 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 -.09 -- -.19 -- -.52-.19 ----- -.21 --  -.09 -.19 -- -.52-.19 -.21 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 -.09 -- -.21 -- -.56-.21 ----- -.22 --  -.09 -.21 -- -.56-.21 -.22 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
         
All 117 1 -.09 -- -.19 -- -.52-.19 ----- -.20 --  -.09 -.19 -- -.52-.19 -.20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 117 1 -.09 -- -.19 -- -.52-.19 ----- -.20 --  -.09 -.19 -- -.52-.19 -.20 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 117 1 -.09 -- -.19 -- -.52-.19 ----- -.21 --  -.09 -.19 -- -.52-.19 -.21 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 117 1 -.09 -- -.21 -- -.56-.21 ----- -.22 --  -.09 -.21 -- -.56-.21 -.22 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A159 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Performance Outcomes 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .03-.41 .25 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .15 -- .21 -- .04-.37 ----- .23 --  .15 .21 -- -.07-.47 .23 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .05-.39 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.40 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .03-.41 .25 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .05-.39 .25 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .03-.41 .25 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .15 -- .21 -- .04-.37 ----- .23 --  .15 .21 -- -.07-.47 .23 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .05-.39 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.40 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .03-.41 .25 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .05-.39 .25 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
        
All 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .03-.41 .25 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 .15 -- .21 -- .04-.37 ----- .23 --  .15 .21 -- -.07-.47 .23 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .05-.39 .25 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.40 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .03-.41 .25 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 .15 -- .23 -- .05-.39 ----- .25 --  .15 .23 -- .05-.39 .25 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
         
All 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.27-.12 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 255 1 -.05 -- -.07 -- -.24-.10 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.07 -- -.35-.21 -.08 -- 
  1196 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.26-.11 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.28-.13 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 255 1 -.05 -- -.08 -- -.26-.11 ----- -.08 --  -.05 -.08 -- -.26-.11 -.08 -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
         
All 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 297 5 .35 .27 .49 .28 .16-.81 .13-.84 .53 .30  .35 .49 .28 .16-.81 .53 .30 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A160 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Accidents  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.14-.25 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.06-.17 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.15-.26 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.10-.21 .06 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.14-.25 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.06-.17 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.15-.26 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.10-.21 .06 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.14-.25 .06 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.06-.17 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.15-.26 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 3,346 1 .04 -- .06 -- .00-.11 ----- .06 --  .04 .06 -- -.10-.21 .06 -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A161 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures  
          
All 346 8 .34 .14 .46 .00 .33-.60 .46-.46 .50 .00  .34 .46 .00 .33-.60 .50 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 41 1 .41 -- .56 -- .19-.91 ----- .60 --  .41 .56 -- .19-.91 .60 -- 
      Complexity: Medium 66 2 .46 .04 .61 .00 .52-.69 .61-.61 .66 .00  .46 .61 .00 .52-.69 .66 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 346 8 .34 .14 .46 .00 .33-.60 .46-.46 .50 .00  .34 .46 .00 .33-.60 .50 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .46 .04 .63 .00 .55-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .46 .63 .00 .55-.72 .68 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 346 8 .34 .14 .46 .00 .33-.60 .46-.46 .50 .00  .34 .46 .00 .33-.60 .50 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All 66 2 .46 .04 .63 .00 .55-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .46 .63 .00 .55-.72 .68 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 66 2 .46 .04 .61 .00 .52-.69 .61-.61 .66 .00  .46 .61 .00 .52-.69 .66 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 66 2 .46 .04 .63 .00 .55-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .46 .63 .00 .55-.72 .68 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 66 2 .46 .04 .63 .00 .55-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .46 .63 .00 .55-.72 .68 .00 
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      Clerical Job: No 66 2 .46 .04 .63 .00 .55-.72 .63-.63 .68 .00  .46 .63 .00 .55-.72 .68 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All 280 6 .31 .15 .42 .00 .26-.59 .42-.42 .46 .00  .31 .42 .00 .26-.59 .46 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 41 1 .41 -- .56 -- .19-.91 ----- .60 --  .41 .56 -- .19-.91 .60 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 280 6 .31 .15 .42 .00 .26-.59 .42-.42 .46 .00  .31 .42 .00 .26-.59 .46 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 280 6 .31 .15 .42 .00 .26-.59 .42-.42 .46 .00  .31 .42 .00 .26-.59 .46 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A162 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A163 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.30-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.31-.22 ----- -.06 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.31-.22 -.06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.30-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.31-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.31-.21 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.30-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.30-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.31-.22 ----- -.06 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.31-.22 -.06 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.30-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.31-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.31-.21 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 131 1 -.03 -- -.05 -- -.30-.21 ----- -.05 --  -.03 -.05 -- -.30-.21 -.05 -- 
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Table A164 
Predictive Validity for Gkn-S and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All 519 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.22-.14 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.31-.23 -.05 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 519 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.22-.14 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.22-.14 -.05 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 519 1 -.02 -- -.04 -- -.22-.14 ----- -.05 --  -.02 -.04 -- -.32-.24 -.05 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
       
All 8,642 1 -.18 -- -.36 -- -.40--.32 ----- -.39 --  -.18 -.36 -- -.57--.11 -.39 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 8,642 1 -.18 -- -.36 -- -.40--.32 ----- -.39 --  -.18 -.36 -- -.48--.22 -.39 -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 8,642 1 -.18 -- -.36 -- -.40--.32 ----- -.40 --  -.18 -.36 -- -.58--.10 -.40 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 8,642 1 -.18 -- -.39 -- -.43--.35 ----- -.43 --  -.18 -.39 -- -.60--.13 -.43 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A165 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Performance Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
          
All 923 5 .20 .11 .35 .08 .19-.51 .25-.46 .38 .09  .21 .37 .11 .18-.54 .39 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 471 1 .18 -- .32 -- .17-.47 ----- .34 --  .18 .32 -- .13-.50 .34 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .14 -- .25 -- -.15-.60 ----- .26 --  .14 .25 -- -.15-.60 .26 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 923 5 .20 .11 .35 .08 .19-.51 .25-.46 .38 .09  .21 .36 .10 .18-.53 .39 .11 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .18 -- .33 -- .18-.48 ----- .36 --  .18 .33 -- -.02-.63 .36 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 547 2 .18 .02 .31 .00 .27-.36 .31-.31 .33 .00  .17 .30 .00 .24-.36 .32 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 376 3 .24 .18 .41 .22 .07-.70 .14-.69 .44 .23  .24 .41 .22 .07-.70 .44 .23 
      Context: Research 547 2 .18 .02 .32 .00 .27-.37 .32-.32 .35 .00  .17 .32 .00 .26-.37 .34 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 923 5 .20 .11 .35 .08 .19-.51 .25-.46 .38 .09  .21 .37 .11 .18-.54 .39 .12 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 471 1 .18 -- .32 -- .17-.47 ----- .34 --  .18 .32 -- .13-.50 .34 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .14 -- .25 -- -.15-.60 ----- .26 --  .14 .25 -- -.15-.60 .26 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 923 5 .20 .11 .35 .08 .19-.51 .25-.46 .38 .09  .21 .36 .10 .18-.53 .39 .11 
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      Age: Below 40 471 1 .18 -- .33 -- .18-.48 ----- .36 --  .18 .33 -- -.02-.63 .36 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 547 2 .18 .02 .31 .00 .27-.36 .31-.31 .33 .00  .17 .30 .00 .24-.36 .32 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 376 3 .24 .18 .41 .22 .07-.70 .14-.69 .44 .23  .24 .41 .22 .07-.70 .44 .23 
      Context: Research 547 2 .18 .02 .32 .00 .27-.37 .32-.32 .35 .00  .17 .32 .00 .26-.37 .34 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
         
All 630 3 .15 .07 .26 .00 .12-.40 .26-.26 .28 .00  .12 .22 .00 .06-.38 .24 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 471 1 .18 -- .32 -- .17-.47 ----- .34 --  .18 .32 -- .13-.50 .34 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .04 -- .07 -- -.33-.45 ----- .08 --  .04 .07 -- -.33-.45 .08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 630 3 .15 .07 .26 .00 .12-.40 .26-.26 .28 .00  .13 .24 .00 .07-.39 .25 .00 
      Age: Below 40 471 1 .18 -- .33 -- .18-.48 ----- .36 --  .18 .33 -- -.02-.63 .36 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 547 2 .16 .07 .29 .00 .12-.45 .29-.29 .31 .00  .14 .26 .00 .04-.46 .28 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 83 1 .05 -- .09 -- -.30-.46 ----- .10 --  .05 .09 -- -.30-.46 .10 -- 
      Context: Research 547 2 .16 .07 .30 .00 .12-.46 .30-.30 .32 .00  .15 .27 .00 .06-.47 .29 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
        
All 369 3 .28 .13 .48 .07 .24-.69 .39-.57 .52 .07  .28 .48 .07 .24-.69 .52 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .24 -- .41 -- .05-.72 ----- .44 --  .24 .41 -- .05-.72 .44 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 369 3 .28 .13 .48 .07 .24-.69 .39-.57 .52 .07  .28 .48 .07 .24-.69 .52 .07 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 .24 -- .42 -- .05-.73 ----- .45 --  .24 .42 -- .05-.73 .45 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 293 2 .29 .17 .50 .18 .10-.80 .27-.72 .53 .19  .29 .50 .18 .10-.80 .53 .19 
      Context: Research 76 1 .24 -- .43 -- .05-.74 ----- .46 --  .24 .43 -- .05-.74 .46 -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A166 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Task Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
          
All 194 3 .21 .22 .35 .27 -.06-.68 .00-.70 .37 .29  .21 .35 .27 -.06-.68 .37 .29 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 137 2 .18 .29 .29 .40 -.34-.80 -.22-.80 .31 .43  .18 .29 .40 -.34-.80 .31 .43 
      Sample Type: USES 114 2 .11 .24 .19 .34 -.37-.68 -.24-.63 .21 .37  .11 .19 .34 -.37-.68 .21 .37 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 80 1 .35 -- .55 -- .26-.78 ----- .58 --  .35 .55 -- .26-.78 .58 -- 
      Age: Below 40 194 3 .21 .22 .35 .28 -.06-.69 .00-.71 .38 .30  .21 .35 .28 -.06-.69 .38 .30 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 114 2 .11 .24 .19 .34 -.37-.68 -.24-.63 .21 .36  .11 .19 .34 -.37-.68 .21 .36 
      Clerical Job: Yes 80 1 .35 -- .55 -- .26-.78 ----- .58 --  .35 .55 -- .26-.78 .58 -- 
      Context: Research 194 3 .21 .22 .35 .28 -.06-.69 .00-.71 .38 .30  .21 .35 .28 -.06-.69 .38 .30 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 137 2 .18 .29 .29 .40 -.34-.80 -.22-.80 .31 .43  .18 .29 .40 -.34-.80 .31 .43 
            Sample Type: USES 57 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.49-.32 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.49-.32 -.10 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 57 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.49-.32 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.49-.32 -.10 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 57 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.49-.32 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.49-.32 -.10 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 57 1 -.06 -- -.09 -- -.49-.32 ----- -.10 --  -.06 -.09 -- -.49-.32 -.10 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 80 1 .35 -- .54 -- .25-.77 ----- .57 --  .35 .54 -- .25-.77 .57 -- 
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                  Age: Below 40 80 1 .35 -- .54 -- .25-.77 ----- .57 --  .35 .54 -- .25-.77 .57 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 80 1 .35 -- .54 -- .25-.77 ----- .57 --  .35 .54 -- .25-.77 .57 -- 
                  Context: Research 80 1 .35 -- .54 -- .25-.77 ----- .57 --  .35 .54 -- .25-.77 .57 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
          
All 1,714 34 .20 .14 .32 .02 .25-.39 .30-.34 .34 .02  .20 .32 .02 .25-.39 .34 .02 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 239 5 .27 .11 .43 .00 .29-.56 .43-.43 .46 .00  .27 .43 .00 .29-.56 .46 .00 
      Complexity: Low 1,475 29 .19 .14 .29 .04 .21-.36 .23-.34 .31 .05  .19 .29 .04 .21-.36 .31 .05 
      Sample Type: USES 1,689 33 .20 .13 .31 .00 .24-.38 .31-.31 .34 .00  .20 .32 .00 .24-.38 .34 .00 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 25 1 .52 -- .73 -- .34-.98 ----- .78 --  .52 .73 -- .34-.98 .78 -- 
      Age: Below 40 1,489 29 .21 .13 .34 .00 .26-.41 .34-.34 .36 .00  .21 .34 .00 .26-.41 .36 .00 
      Age: 40 and above 200 4 .09 .15 .15 .03 -.08-.37 .11-.19 .16 .03  .09 .15 .03 -.08-.37 .16 .03 
      Clerical Job: No 1,528 30 .19 .14 .30 .01 .22-.38 .28-.32 .32 .01  .19 .30 .01 .22-.38 .32 .01 
      Clerical Job: Yes 186 4 .30 .12 .48 .00 .31-.63 .48-.48 .51 .00  .30 .48 .00 .31-.63 .51 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 1,689 33 .20 .13 .31 .00 .24-.38 .31-.31 .33 .00  .20 .31 .00 .24-.38 .33 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 239 5 .27 .11 .43 .00 .29-.56 .43-.43 .46 .00  .27 .43 .00 .29-.56 .46 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 214 4 .24 .06 .39 .00 .30-.47 .39-.39 .42 .00  .24 .39 .00 .30-.47 .42 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 214 4 .24 .06 .39 .00 .30-.47 .39-.39 .42 .00  .24 .39 .00 .30-.47 .42 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 104 2 .22 .01 .36 .00 .33-.38 .36-.36 .38 .00  .22 .36 .00 .33-.38 .38 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 110 2 .26 .09 .42 .00 .24-.58 .42-.42 .45 .00  .26 .42 .00 .24-.58 .45 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 214 4 .24 .06 .39 .00 .30-.47 .39-.39 .42 .00  .24 .39 .00 .30-.47 .42 .00 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  1213 
            Sample Type: Civilian 25 1 .52 -- .73 -- .34-.98 ----- .78 --  .52 .73 -- .34-.98 .78 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 25 1 .52 -- .73 -- .34-.98 ----- .78 --  .52 .73 -- .34-.98 .78 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 1,475 29 .19 .14 .29 .04 .21-.36 .23-.34 .31 .05  .19 .29 .04 .21-.36 .31 .05 
            Sample Type: USES 1,475 29 .19 .14 .29 .04 .21-.36 .23-.34 .31 .05  .19 .29 .04 .21-.37 .31 .04 
                  Age: Below 40 1,275 25 .20 .14 .31 .01 .23-.39 .29-.33 .33 .01  .21 .31 .00 .23-.39 .34 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 200 4 .09 .15 .14 .04 -.08-.35 .09-.20 .15 .04  .09 .14 .04 -.08-.35 .15 .04 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,424 28 .19 .14 .28 .05 .20-.36 .21-.35 .30 .06  .19 .29 .05 .21-.36 .31 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 51 1 .26 -- .39 -- .00-.71 ----- .42 --  .26 .39 -- .00-.71 .42 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 1,475 29 .19 .14 .29 .04 .21-.36 .23-.34 .31 .05  .19 .29 .04 .21-.36 .31 .05 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
            
All 27,330 316 .23 .13 .42 .03 .40-.44 .37-.46 .45 .04  .23 .42 .03 .40-.44 .45 .03 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.59 .58 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 14,197 130 .24 .13 .43 .09 .40-.47 .31-.55 .46 .10  .24 .44 .09 .40-.48 .47 .10 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .21 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 24,299 295 .24 .13 .43 .02 .41-.46 .40-.47 .47 .03  .24 .43 .00 .40-.45 .46 .00 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,031 21 .16 .08 .29 .00 .23-.36 .29-.29 .31 .00  .17 .30 .00 .23-.36 .32 .00 
      Age: Below 40 23,753 273 .23 .13 .42 .06 .39-.44 .34-.49 .45 .06  .23 .41 .02 .39-.44 .44 .02 
      Age: 40 and above 2,922 38 .25 .11 .44 .00 .38-.50 .44-.44 .47 .00  .25 .44 .00 .39-.50 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 21,948 274 .23 .13 .42 .03 .39-.44 .38-.46 .45 .03  .24 .42 .01 .39-.45 .45 .01 
      Clerical Job: Yes 5,382 42 .23 .12 .43 .03 .37-.49 .39-.47 .46 .03  .23 .42 .03 .36-.48 .45 .04 
      Context: Research 24,600 284 .23 .13 .42 .05 .39-.44 .36-.48 .45 .05  .23 .42 .04 .39-.44 .45 .05 
      Context: Admin. 106 1 .22 -- .39 -- .06-.66 ----- .42 --  .22 .39 -- .06-.66 .42 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.59 .58 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.60 .58 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .28 .12 .54 .00 .47-.61 .54-.54 .58 .00  .28 .55 .00 .47-.62 .59 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .26 .09 .52 .00 .43-.61 .52-.52 .56 .00  .26 .51 .00 .41-.60 .55 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.60 .58 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .28 .12 .55 .00 .48-.61 .55-.55 .59 .00  .28 .55 .00 .48-.62 .59 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .22 -- .44 -- .07-.72 ----- .47 --  .22 .44 -- .07-.72 .47 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 14,197 130 .24 .13 .43 .09 .40-.47 .31-.55 .46 .10  .24 .44 .09 .40-.48 .47 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 12,089 118 .26 .13 .47 .08 .43-.50 .36-.57 .50 .08  .25 .46 .05 .42-.50 .50 .05 
                  Age: Below 40 10,739 103 .26 .13 .46 .08 .42-.51 .36-.57 .50 .09  .25 .45 .05 .41-.50 .49 .06 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .26 .14 .47 .08 .36-.58 .37-.58 .51 .09  .28 .50 .00 .39-.60 .54 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,155 95 .25 .14 .46 .10 .41-.50 .34-.58 .49 .10  .26 .47 .04 .42-.51 .50 .05 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .27 .11 .48 .00 .41-.55 .48-.48 .52 .00  .26 .47 .00 .39-.55 .51 .00 
                  Context: Research 11,434 108 .26 .13 .47 .07 .43-.50 .37-.56 .50 .08  .25 .46 .03 .42-.50 .49 .03 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,108 12 .14 .06 .25 .00 .19-.30 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .18-.31 .26 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,108 12 .14 .06 .25 .00 .19-.30 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .19-.30 .26 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,006 5 .14 .04 .25 .00 .18-.31 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .18-.32 .27 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,102 7 .13 .07 .24 .00 .15-.34 .24-.24 .26 .00  .13 .24 .00 .13-.34 .25 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,108 12 .14 .06 .25 .00 .19-.30 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .18-.31 .26 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .21 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,156 133 .22 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .40 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,428 121 .22 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .40 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .21 .09 .35 .00 .27-.43 .35-.35 .38 .00  .21 .35 .00 .27-.43 .38 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,376 127 .21 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .25 .14 .42 .13 .24-.59 .26-.58 .45 .14  .25 .42 .14 .22-.59 .45 .15 
                  Context: Research 8,150 123 .21 .13 .36 .00 .33-.40 .36-.36 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.39 .38 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 344 5 .16 .10 .28 .00 .12-.42 .28-.28 .30 .00  .16 .28 .00 .12-.42 .30 .00 
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                  Age: Below 40 268 4 .19 .09 .33 .00 .18-.47 .33-.33 .35 .00  .19 .33 .00 .18-.47 .35 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 145 2 .12 .11 .22 .00 -.05-.46 .22-.22 .23 .00  .12 .22 .00 -.05-.46 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 199 3 .18 .11 .32 .00 .10-.52 .32-.32 .34 .00  .18 .32 .00 .10-.52 .34 .00 
                  Context: Research 344 5 .16 .10 .28 .00 .12-.42 .28-.28 .30 .00  .16 .28 .00 .12-.42 .30 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 27,330 316 .23 .13 .42 .03 .40-.44 .37-.46 .45 .04  .23 .42 .03 .40-.44 .45 .03 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.59 .58 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 14,197 130 .24 .13 .43 .09 .40-.47 .31-.55 .46 .10  .24 .44 .09 .40-.48 .47 .10 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .21 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
      Sample Type: USES 24,299 295 .24 .13 .43 .02 .41-.46 .40-.47 .47 .03  .24 .43 .00 .40-.45 .46 .00 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 3,031 21 .16 .08 .29 .00 .23-.36 .29-.29 .31 .00  .17 .30 .00 .23-.36 .32 .00 
      Age: Below 40 23,753 273 .23 .13 .42 .06 .39-.44 .34-.49 .45 .06  .23 .41 .02 .39-.44 .44 .02 
      Age: 40 and above 2,922 38 .25 .11 .44 .00 .38-.50 .44-.44 .47 .00  .25 .44 .00 .39-.50 .48 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 21,948 274 .23 .13 .42 .03 .39-.44 .38-.46 .45 .03  .24 .42 .01 .39-.45 .45 .01 
      Clerical Job: Yes 5,382 42 .23 .12 .43 .03 .37-.49 .39-.47 .46 .03  .23 .42 .03 .36-.48 .45 .04 
      Context: Research 24,600 284 .23 .13 .42 .05 .39-.44 .36-.48 .45 .05  .23 .42 .04 .39-.44 .45 .05 
      Context: Admin. 106 1 .22 -- .39 -- .06-.66 ----- .42 --  .22 .39 -- .06-.66 .42 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.59 .58 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.60 .58 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,060 30 .28 .12 .54 .00 .47-.61 .54-.54 .58 .00  .28 .55 .00 .47-.62 .59 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 784 10 .26 .09 .52 .00 .43-.61 .52-.52 .56 .00  .26 .51 .00 .41-.60 .55 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,844 40 .27 .11 .54 .00 .48-.59 .54-.54 .58 .00  .27 .54 .00 .48-.60 .58 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,354 32 .28 .12 .55 .00 .48-.61 .55-.55 .59 .00  .28 .55 .00 .48-.62 .59 .00 
                  Context: Admin. 106 1 .22 -- .44 -- .07-.72 ----- .47 --  .22 .44 -- .07-.72 .47 -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium 14,197 130 .24 .13 .43 .09 .40-.47 .31-.55 .46 .10  .24 .44 .09 .40-.48 .47 .10 
            Sample Type: USES 12,089 118 .26 .13 .47 .08 .43-.50 .36-.57 .50 .08  .25 .46 .05 .42-.50 .50 .05 
                  Age: Below 40 10,739 103 .26 .13 .46 .08 .42-.51 .36-.57 .50 .09  .25 .45 .05 .41-.50 .49 .06 
                  Age: 40 and above 1,350 15 .26 .14 .47 .08 .36-.58 .37-.58 .51 .09  .28 .50 .00 .39-.60 .54 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 9,155 95 .25 .14 .46 .10 .41-.50 .34-.58 .49 .10  .26 .47 .04 .42-.51 .50 .05 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 2,934 23 .27 .11 .48 .00 .41-.55 .48-.48 .52 .00  .26 .47 .00 .39-.55 .51 .00 
                  Context: Research 11,434 108 .26 .13 .47 .07 .43-.50 .37-.56 .50 .08  .25 .46 .03 .42-.50 .49 .03 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 2,108 12 .14 .06 .25 .00 .19-.30 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .18-.31 .26 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,108 12 .14 .06 .25 .00 .19-.30 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .19-.30 .26 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,006 5 .14 .04 .25 .00 .18-.31 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .18-.32 .27 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 1,102 7 .13 .07 .24 .00 .15-.34 .24-.24 .26 .00  .13 .24 .00 .13-.34 .25 .00 
                  Context: Research 2,108 12 .14 .06 .25 .00 .19-.30 .25-.25 .26 .00  .14 .25 .00 .18-.31 .26 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 9,500 138 .21 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 9,156 133 .22 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .40 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 8,428 121 .22 .13 .37 .00 .33-.41 .37-.37 .40 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 728 12 .21 .09 .35 .00 .27-.43 .35-.35 .38 .00  .21 .35 .00 .27-.43 .38 .00 
                  Clerical Job: No 8,376 127 .21 .13 .37 .00 .33-.40 .37-.37 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.40 .39 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 780 6 .25 .14 .42 .13 .24-.59 .26-.58 .45 .14  .25 .42 .14 .22-.59 .45 .15 
                  Context: Research 8,150 123 .21 .13 .36 .00 .33-.40 .36-.36 .39 .00  .21 .36 .00 .32-.39 .38 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 344 5 .16 .10 .28 .00 .12-.42 .28-.28 .30 .00  .16 .28 .00 .12-.42 .30 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 268 4 .19 .09 .33 .00 .18-.47 .33-.33 .35 .00  .19 .33 .00 .18-.47 .35 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 145 2 .12 .11 .22 .00 -.05-.46 .22-.22 .23 .00  .12 .22 .00 -.05-.46 .23 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 199 3 .18 .11 .32 .00 .10-.52 .32-.32 .34 .00  .18 .32 .00 .10-.52 .34 .00 
                  Context: Research 344 5 .16 .10 .28 .00 .12-.42 .28-.28 .30 .00  .16 .28 .00 .12-.42 .30 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
        
All 443 4 .22 .14 .38 .13 .14-.59 .21-.55 .41 .14  .22 .38 .13 .14-.59 .41 .14 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
  1217 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.34-.44 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.34-.44 .06 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 443 4 .22 .14 .38 .13 .14-.59 .21-.55 .41 .14  .22 .38 .13 .14-.59 .41 .14 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.35-.45 ----- .06 --  .03 .05 -- -.35-.45 .06 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 367 3 .26 .12 .44 .00 .22-.64 .44-.44 .47 .00  .26 .44 .00 .22-.64 .47 .00 
      Context: Research 76 1 .03 -- .06 -- -.36-.46 ----- .06 --  .03 .06 -- -.36-.46 .06 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
        
All 323 3 .18 .07 .32 .00 .17-.45 .32-.32 .34 .00  .18 .32 .00 .17-.45 .34 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .07 -- .12 -- -.27-.50 ----- .13 --  .07 .12 -- -.27-.50 .13 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 323 3 .18 .07 .32 .00 .17-.45 .32-.32 .34 .00  .18 .32 .00 .17-.45 .34 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.28-.51 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.28-.51 .14 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 247 2 .21 .02 .37 .00 .32-.42 .37-.37 .40 .00  .21 .37 .00 .32-.42 .40 .00 
      Context: Research 76 1 .07 -- .13 -- -.29-.52 ----- .14 --  .07 .13 -- -.29-.52 .14 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All 50 1 .44 -- .56 -- .29-.78 ----- .60 -- 
 
.44 .56 -- .29-.78 .60 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 50 1 .44 -- .53 -- .27-.76 ----- .57 -- 
 
.44 .53 -- .27-.76 .57 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 50 1 .44 -- .56 -- .29-.78 ----- .60 -- 
 
.44 .56 -- .29-.78 .60 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 50 1 .44 -- .56 -- .29-.78 ----- .60 -- 
 
.44 .56 -- .29-.78 .60 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 50 1 .44 -- .56 -- .28-.77 ----- .60 -- 
 
.44 .56 -- .28-.77 .60 -- 
  1219 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A167 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 7,124 110 .24 .16 .42 .12 .36-.47 .27-.57 .45 .12  .24 .42 .12 .37-.48 .45 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 560 9 .31 .14 .58 .00 .43-.71 .58-.58 .63 .00  .31 .58 .00 .43-.71 .63 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,953 32 .27 .17 .48 .15 .38-.57 .29-.66 .51 .16  .28 .49 .15 .39-.58 .53 .16 
      Complexity: Low 3,346 55 .20 .15 .35 .07 .29-.41 .25-.45 .38 .08  .20 .35 .08 .29-.41 .38 .08 
      Sample Type: USES 4,910 90 .23 .16 .42 .09 .36-.47 .30-.53 .45 .09  .23 .42 .09 .36-.47 .45 .10 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,214 20 .25 .16 .43 .17 .30-.55 .21-.64 .46 .18  .26 .44 .18 .30-.57 .47 .19 
      Age: Below 40 5,028 86 .24 .16 .43 .10 .38-.49 .31-.56 .46 .10  .25 .44 .10 .38-.49 .47 .11 
      Age: 40 and above 777 10 .19 .13 .33 .00 .20-.46 .33-.33 .36 .00  .19 .33 .00 .20-.46 .36 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 5,870 95 .23 .15 .40 .09 .35-.45 .29-.52 .43 .10  .23 .40 .09 .35-.46 .43 .10 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,254 15 .30 .17 .49 .18 .32-.65 .26-.72 .53 .19  .30 .50 .19 .32-.67 .54 .20 
      Context: Research 5,598 90 .24 .15 .43 .07 .37-.48 .33-.52 .46 .08  .24 .43 .08 .38-.48 .46 .08 
      Context: Admin. 77 2 .31 .04 .53 .00 .44-.62 .53-.53 .57 .00  .31 .53 .00 .44-.62 .57 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 560 9 .31 .14 .58 .00 .43-.71 .58-.58 .63 .00  .31 .58 .00 .43-.71 .63 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .30 .16 .57 .00 .38-.72 .57-.57 .61 .00  .30 .58 .00 .37-.74 .62 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .30 .16 .57 .00 .38-.72 .57-.57 .61 .00  .30 .58 .00 .37-.74 .62 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .25 .16 .51 .00 .27-.69 .51-.51 .54 .00  .25 .50 .06 .24-.71 .54 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .44 .06 .76 .00 .65-.84 .76-.76 .81 .00  .44 .76 .00 .65-.84 .81 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .29 .11 .57 .00 .41-.70 .57-.57 .61 .00  .30 .57 .00 .40-.71 .62 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: No 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,953 32 .27 .17 .48 .15 .38-.57 .29-.66 .51 .16  .28 .49 .15 .39-.58 .53 .16 
            Sample Type: USES 1,189 25 .26 .16 .48 .00 .38-.57 .48-.48 .51 .00  .26 .48 .00 .38-.57 .51 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 1,122 24 .27 .16 .49 .00 .38-.58 .49-.49 .52 .00  .27 .49 .00 .38-.58 .52 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .16 -- .31 -- -.14-.68 ----- .33 --  .16 .31 -- -.14-.68 .33 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 1,107 23 .26 .16 .48 .00 .37-.58 .48-.48 .51 .00  .26 .48 .00 .37-.58 .51 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .27 .21 .49 .19 -.04-.85 .24-.73 .52 .21  .27 .49 .19 -.04-.85 .52 .21 
                  Context: Research 1,072 23 .29 .15 .52 .00 .42-.60 .52-.52 .55 .00  .29 .52 .00 .42-.60 .55 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 764 7 .27 .21 .47 .26 .21-.70 .14-.81 .51 .28  .31 .52 .28 .23-.76 .56 .30 
                  Age: Below 40 541 2 .22 .11 .38 .11 .11-.62 .25-.52 .41 .11  .22 .39 .12 .10-.65 .42 .13 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 593 3 .22 .10 .39 .00 .21-.56 .39-.39 .42 .00  .24 .42 .00 .21-.61 .45 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 171 4 .45 .38 .72 .41 .14-1.0 .20-1.0 .77 .43  .45 .72 .41 .14-1.0 .77 .43 
                  Context: Research 541 2 .22 .11 .38 .11 .11-.62 .25-.52 .41 .11  .23 .41 .13 .09-.67 .43 .14 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .31 .04 .53 .00 .44-.62 .53-.53 .57 .00  .31 .53 .00 .44-.62 .57 .00 
      Complexity: Low 3,346 55 .20 .15 .35 .07 .29-.41 .25-.45 .38 .08  .20 .35 .08 .29-.41 .38 .08 
            Sample Type: USES 2,972 50 .20 .14 .34 .02 .28-.40 .32-.36 .37 .02  .20 .34 .00 .28-.41 .37 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,261 41 .20 .15 .35 .00 .27-.42 .35-.35 .37 .00  .20 .35 .00 .28-.42 .38 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 710 9 .19 .13 .32 .08 .18-.46 .22-.43 .35 .09  .19 .32 .09 .17-.46 .34 .09 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,972 50 .20 .14 .34 .02 .28-.40 .32-.36 .37 .02  .20 .34 .00 .28-.41 .37 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,865 48 .20 .14 .35 .00 .28-.41 .35-.35 .37 .00  .20 .35 .00 .28-.42 .38 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 374 5 .24 .20 .42 .24 .11-.68 .10-.73 .45 .26  .24 .42 .24 .11-.68 .45 .26 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .26 .25 .44 .33 -.05-.81 .02-.86 .47 .35  .26 .44 .33 -.05-.81 .47 .35 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 307 4 .22 .22 .37 .29 .00-.69 .00-.74 .40 .31  .22 .37 .29 .00-.69 .40 .31 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 67 1 .37 -- .61 -- .28-.86 ----- .65 --  .37 .61 -- .28-.86 .65 -- 
                  Context: Research 307 4 .22 .22 .37 .29 .00-.69 .00-.74 .40 .31  .22 .37 .29 .00-.69 .40 .31 
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                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 1,176 9 .19 .08 .34 .00 .26-.42 .34-.34 .37 .00  .19 .34 .00 .24-.44 .36 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 721 6 .18 .08 .32 .00 .21-.43 .32-.32 .35 .00  .18 .32 .00 .19-.44 .34 .00 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .09 -- .16 -- -.24-.53 ----- .17 --  .09 .16 -- -.24-.53 .17 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 173 3 .10 .10 .19 .00 -.03-.39 .19-.19 .20 .00  .10 .19 .00 -.03-.39 .20 .00 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,003 6 .21 .06 .37 .00 .29-.45 .37-.37 .39 .00  .21 .38 .00 .28-.46 .40 .00 
      Age: Below 40 644 4 .16 .07 .30 .00 .18-.41 .30-.30 .32 .00  .13 .25 .00 .08-.40 .26 .00 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 772 6 .16 .07 .30 .00 .19-.39 .30-.30 .32 .00  .15 .28 .00 .15-.39 .30 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 404 3 .24 .06 .43 .00 .32-.53 .43-.43 .46 .00  .25 .44 .00 .32-.55 .47 .00 
      Context: Research 665 4 .17 .04 .31 .00 .23-.39 .31-.31 .33 .00  .16 .30 .00 .21-.38 .32 .00 
      Context: Admin. 77 2 .31 .04 .53 .00 .44-.62 .53-.53 .57 .00  .31 .53 .00 .44-.62 .57 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 721 6 .18 .08 .32 .00 .21-.43 .32-.32 .35 .00  .18 .32 .00 .19-.44 .34 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 173 3 .10 .10 .19 .00 -.03-.40 .19-.19 .21 .00  .10 .19 .00 -.03-.40 .21 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 173 3 .10 .10 .19 .00 -.03-.40 .19-.19 .21 .00  .10 .19 .00 -.03-.40 .21 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 173 3 .10 .10 .19 .00 -.03-.40 .19-.19 .21 .00  .10 .19 .00 -.03-.40 .21 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 118 2 .15 .07 .28 .00 .09-.46 .28-.28 .30 .00  .15 .28 .00 .09-.46 .30 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 548 3 .20 .06 .36 .00 .25-.46 .36-.36 .39 .00  .21 .38 .00 .25-.50 .40 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 471 1 .19 -- .33 -- .18-.47 ----- .35 --  .19 .33 -- .16-.49 .35 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 523 2 .20 .05 .35 .00 .24-.45 .35-.35 .37 .00  .20 .36 .00 .23-.48 .38 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 25 1 .36 -- .60 -- .00-.98 ----- .64 --  .36 .60 -- .00-.98 .64 -- 
                  Context: Research 471 1 .19 -- .33 -- .18-.47 ----- .35 --  .19 .33 -- .14-.51 .35 -- 
                  Context: Admin. 77 2 .31 .04 .53 .00 .44-.62 .53-.53 .57 .00  .31 .53 .00 .44-.62 .57 .00 
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      Complexity: Low 76 1 .09 -- .16 -- -.24-.53 ----- .17 --  .09 .16 -- -.24-.53 .17 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 .09 -- .16 -- -.24-.53 ----- .17 --  .09 .16 -- -.24-.53 .17 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 76 1 .09 -- .16 -- -.24-.53 ----- .17 --  .09 .16 -- -.24-.53 .17 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 76 1 .09 -- .16 -- -.24-.53 ----- .17 --  .09 .16 -- -.24-.53 .17 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
         
All 5,727 98 .25 .16 .44 .10 .38-.49 .31-.56 .47 .11  .25 .44 .10 .38-.49 .47 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 560 9 .31 .14 .58 .00 .43-.71 .58-.58 .63 .00  .31 .58 .00 .43-.71 .63 .00 
      Complexity: Medium 1,130 24 .31 .16 .55 .00 .45-.64 .55-.55 .59 .00  .31 .55 .00 .45-.64 .59 .00 
      Complexity: Low 3,270 54 .21 .15 .35 .08 .29-.42 .26-.45 .38 .08  .21 .35 .08 .29-.42 .38 .08 
      Sample Type: USES 4,737 87 .24 .16 .42 .08 .37-.48 .31-.53 .45 .09  .24 .42 .09 .37-.48 .45 .09 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 990 11 .30 .16 .49 .15 .30-.67 .29-.69 .53 .16  .30 .49 .15 .30-.67 .53 .16 
      Age: Below 40 4,384 82 .25 .16 .45 .10 .39-.51 .32-.58 .48 .11  .25 .45 .10 .39-.51 .48 .11 
      Age: 40 and above 777 10 .19 .13 .33 .00 .20-.46 .33-.33 .36 .00  .19 .33 .00 .20-.46 .36 .00 
      Clerical Job: No 4,979 88 .24 .16 .42 .10 .37-.48 .30-.55 .45 .11  .24 .42 .10 .37-.48 .45 .11 
      Clerical Job: Yes 748 10 .31 .15 .50 .12 .30-.69 .35-.65 .54 .12  .31 .50 .12 .30-.69 .54 .12 
      Context: Research 4,933 86 .25 .16 .44 .08 .39-.49 .34-.55 .47 .09  .25 .44 .08 .39-.49 .47 .09 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High 560 9 .31 .14 .58 .00 .43-.71 .58-.58 .63 .00  .31 .58 .00 .43-.71 .63 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 436 8 .30 .16 .57 .00 .38-.72 .57-.57 .61 .00  .30 .58 .00 .37-.74 .62 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 436 8 .30 .16 .57 .00 .38-.72 .57-.57 .61 .00  .30 .58 .00 .37-.74 .62 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 335 6 .25 .16 .51 .00 .27-.69 .51-.51 .54 .00  .25 .50 .06 .24-.71 .54 .06 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 101 2 .44 .06 .76 .00 .65-.84 .76-.76 .81 .00  .44 .76 .00 .65-.84 .81 .00 
                  Context: Research 376 5 .29 .11 .57 .00 .41-.70 .57-.57 .61 .00  .30 .57 .00 .40-.71 .62 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 124 1 .37 -- .62 -- .38-.80 ----- .66 --  .37 .62 -- .38-.80 .66 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 1,130 24 .31 .16 .55 .00 .45-.64 .55-.55 .59 .00  .31 .55 .00 .45-.64 .59 .00 
            Sample Type: USES 1,016 22 .29 .15 .52 .00 .42-.61 .52-.52 .56 .00  .29 .52 .00 .42-.61 .56 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 949 21 .30 .15 .53 .00 .43-.63 .53-.53 .57 .00  .30 .53 .00 .43-.63 .57 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 67 1 .16 -- .31 -- -.14-.68 ----- .33 --  .16 .31 -- -.14-.68 .33 -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 934 20 .29 .15 .52 .00 .42-.62 .52-.52 .56 .00  .29 .52 .00 .42-.62 .56 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 82 2 .27 .21 .49 .19 -.04-.85 .24-.73 .52 .21  .27 .49 .19 -.04-.85 .52 .21 
                  Context: Research 954 21 .30 .14 .54 .00 .44-.63 .54-.54 .58 .00  .30 .54 .00 .44-.63 .58 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 114 2 .49 .13 .77 .00 .54-.94 .77-.77 .82 .00  .49 .77 .00 .54-.94 .82 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 70 1 .42 -- .68 -- .40-.90 ----- .73 --  .42 .68 -- .40-.90 .73 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 70 1 .42 -- .68 -- .40-.90 ----- .73 --  .42 .68 -- .40-.90 .73 -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 44 1 .61 -- .89 -- .67-1.0 ----- .95 --  .61 .89 -- .67-1.0 .95 -- 
                  Context: Research 70 1 .42 -- .68 -- .40-.90 ----- .73 --  .42 .68 -- .40-.90 .73 -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 3,270 54 .21 .15 .35 .08 .29-.42 .26-.45 .38 .08  .21 .35 .08 .29-.42 .38 .08 
            Sample Type: USES 2,972 50 .20 .14 .34 .02 .28-.40 .32-.36 .37 .02  .20 .34 .00 .28-.41 .37 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 2,261 41 .20 .15 .35 .00 .27-.42 .35-.35 .37 .00  .20 .35 .00 .28-.42 .38 .00 
                  Age: 40 and above 710 9 .19 .13 .32 .08 .18-.46 .22-.43 .35 .09  .19 .32 .09 .17-.46 .34 .09 
                  Clerical Job: No 2,972 50 .20 .14 .34 .02 .28-.40 .32-.36 .37 .02  .20 .34 .00 .28-.41 .37 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research 2,865 48 .20 .14 .35 .00 .28-.41 .35-.35 .37 .00  .20 .35 .00 .28-.42 .38 .00 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 298 4 .28 .21 .48 .25 .13-.76 .16-.80 .51 .27  .28 .48 .25 .13-.76 .51 .27 
                  Age: Below 40 231 3 .26 .25 .44 .33 -.05-.81 .02-.86 .47 .35  .26 .44 .33 -.05-.81 .47 .35 
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                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 231 3 .26 .25 .44 .33 -.05-.81 .02-.86 .47 .35  .26 .44 .33 -.05-.81 .47 .35 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 67 1 .37 -- .61 -- .28-.86 ----- .65 --  .37 .61 -- .28-.86 .65 -- 
                  Context: Research 231 3 .26 .25 .44 .33 -.05-.81 .02-.86 .47 .35  .26 .44 .33 -.05-.82 .47 .35 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All 221 3 .24 .39 .42 .59 -.36-.96 -.34-1.0 .45 .63  .24 .42 .59 -.36-.96 .45 .63 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 102 2 .41 .58 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 -.26-1.0 .71 .78  .41 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 .71 .78 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 221 3 .24 .39 .42 .59 -.36-.96 -.34-1.0 .45 .63  .24 .42 .59 -.36-.96 .45 .63 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 119 1 .10 -- .17 -- -.15-.47 ----- .18 --  .10 .17 -- -.15-.47 .18 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 102 2 .41 .58 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 -.26-1.0 .71 .78  .41 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 .71 .78 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 102 2 .41 .58 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 -.26-1.0 .71 .78  .41 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 .71 .78 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 102 2 .41 .58 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 -.26-1.0 .71 .78  .41 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 .71 .78 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 102 2 .41 .58 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 -.26-1.0 .71 .78  .41 .67 .73 -.66-1.0 .71 .78 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A168 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and CWB   
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All 189 2 -.22 .05 -.39 .00 -.50--.29 -.39--.39 -.42 .00 
 
-.22 -.39 .00 -.50--.29 -.42 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 113 1 -.25 -- -.45 -- -.70--.14 ----- -.48 -- 
 
-.25 -.45 -- -.70--.14 -.48 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.65-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.65-.07 -.34 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.25 -- -.44 -- -.69--.14 ----- -.47 -- 
 
-.25 -.44 -- -.73--.09 -.47 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.66-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.66-.07 -.34 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.25 -- -.43 -- -.69--.13 ----- -.47 -- 
 
-.25 -.43 -- -.69--.13 -.47 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 189 2 -.22 .05 -.39 .00 -.49--.28 -.39--.39 -.42 .00 
 
-.22 -.39 .00 -.49--.28 -.42 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 189 2 -.22 .05 -.40 .00 -.50--.29 -.40--.40 -.43 .00 
 
-.22 -.40 .00 -.50--.29 -.43 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All 189 2 -.22 .05 -.39 .00 -.50--.29 -.39--.39 -.42 .00 
 
-.22 -.39 .00 -.50--.29 -.42 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 113 1 -.25 -- -.45 -- -.70--.14 ----- -.48 -- 
 
-.25 -.45 -- -.70--.14 -.48 -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.65-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.65-.07 -.34 -- 
      Sample Type: USES 113 1 -.25 -- -.44 -- -.69--.14 ----- -.47 -- 
 
-.25 -.44 -- -.73--.09 -.47 -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.66-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.66-.07 -.34 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 113 1 -.25 -- -.43 -- -.69--.13 ----- -.47 -- 
 
-.25 -.43 -- -.69--.13 -.47 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 189 2 -.22 .05 -.39 .00 -.49--.28 -.39--.39 -.42 .00 
 
-.22 -.39 .00 -.49--.28 -.42 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 189 2 -.22 .05 -.40 .00 -.50--.29 -.40--.40 -.43 .00 
 
-.22 -.40 .00 -.50--.29 -.43 .00 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.66-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.66-.07 -.34 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.65-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.65-.07 -.34 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.66-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.66-.07 -.34 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.18 -- -.32 -- -.66-.07 ----- -.34 -- 
 
-.18 -.32 -- -.66-.07 -.34 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Research 76 1 -.18 -- -.33 -- -.67-.07 ----- -.36 -- 
 
-.18 -.33 -- -.67-.07 -.36 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A169 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and OCB 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
         
All 76 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.42-.38 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.42-.38 -.03 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.42-.37 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.42-.37 -.03 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.42-.38 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.42-.38 -.03 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.42-.37 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.42-.37 -.03 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 -.02 -- -.03 -- -.44-.39 ----- -.03 --  -.02 -.03 -- -.44-.39 -.03 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
         
All 76 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.46-.33 ----- -.08 --  -.04 -.07 -- -.46-.33 -.08 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.45-.33 ----- -.08 --  -.04 -.07 -- -.45-.33 -.08 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.46-.33 ----- -.08 --  -.04 -.07 -- -.46-.33 -.08 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Clerical Job: No 76 1 -.04 -- -.07 -- -.46-.33 ----- -.08 --  -.04 -.07 -- -.46-.33 -.08 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 -.04 -- -.08 -- -.48-.34 ----- -.08 --  -.04 -.08 -- -.48-.34 -.08 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.42 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.42 .02 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.41 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.41 .02 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.42 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.42 .02 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.42 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.42 .02 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.40-.43 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.40-.43 .02 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
     
All 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.42 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.42 .02 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.41 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.41 .02 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.42 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.42 .02 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.38-.42 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.38-.42 .02 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research 76 1 .01 -- .02 -- -.40-.43 ----- .02 --  .01 .02 -- -.40-.43 .02 -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A170 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A171 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A172 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A173 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A174 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A175 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid--Quantitative Reasoning & Processing Speed--Number Facility and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A176 
Predictive Validity of Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Performance Determinants  
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A177 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A178 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
      Age: Below 40 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .42-.76 ----- .63 --  .34 .61 -- .32-.82 .63 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .41-.77 .64 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
      Age: Below 40 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .42-.76 ----- .63 --  .34 .61 -- .32-.82 .63 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .43-.76 .64 -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 223 1 .34 -- .61 -- .43-.76 ----- .64 --  .34 .61 -- .41-.77 .64 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .29-.94 ----- .73 --  .35 .69 -- .29-.94 .73 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .29-.94 ----- .73 --  .35 .69 -- .29-.94 .73 -- 
      Clerical Job: No 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 61 1 .35 -- .69 -- .28-.94 ----- .72 --  .35 .69 -- .28-.94 .72 -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A179 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A180 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A181 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
            
All 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
      Age: Below 40 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.62 .32-.59 .48 .11  .31 .43 .08 .22-.61 .45 .09 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 129 1 .23 -- .33 -- .10-.53 ----- .35 --  .23 .33 -- .10-.53 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 223 1 .39 -- .53 -- .39-.65 ----- .56 --  .39 .53 -- .39-.65 .56 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 129 1 .23 -- .33 -- .10-.53 ----- .35 --  .23 .33 -- .10-.53 .35 -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
      Age: Below 40 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.62 .32-.59 .48 .11  .31 .43 .08 .22-.61 .45 .09 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 129 1 .23 -- .33 -- .10-.53 ----- .35 --  .23 .33 -- .10-.53 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 223 1 .39 -- .53 -- .39-.65 ----- .56 --  .39 .53 -- .39-.65 .56 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 129 1 .23 -- .33 -- .10-.53 ----- .35 --  .23 .33 -- .10-.53 .35 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
         
All 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.63 .33-.59 .48 .11  .33 .46 .10 .26-.63 .48 .11 
      Age: Below 40 352 2 .33 .11 .46 .10 .26-.62 .32-.59 .48 .11  .31 .43 .08 .22-.61 .45 .09 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 129 1 .23 -- .33 -- .10-.53 ----- .35 --  .23 .33 -- .10-.53 .35 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 223 1 .39 -- .53 -- .39-.65 ----- .56 --  .39 .53 -- .39-.65 .56 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 129 1 .23 -- .33 -- .10-.53 ----- .35 --  .23 .33 -- .10-.53 .35 -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership 
Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A182 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A183 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A184 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A185 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A186 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Fluid & Visual Processing  and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A187 
Predictive Validity of Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Performance Determinants  
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A188 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  1265 
Table A189 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
         
All 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
      Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 5,278 4 .12 .03 .17 .00 .13-.20 .17-.17 .18 .00  .12 .17 .00 .13-.20 .18 .00 
            Sample Type: Civilian -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
  1267 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A190 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and CWB 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A191 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A192 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A193 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A194 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A195 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A196 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A197 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge & Visual Processing and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A198 
Predictive Validity of Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Performance Determinants  
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A199 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Task Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ---- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A200 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
           
All 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
      Age: Below 40 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 51 1 .11 -- .20 -- -.29-.63 ----- .20 --  .11 .20 -- -.29-.63 .20 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A201 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  1288 
Table A202 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A203 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A204 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A205 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A206 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A207 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A208 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability & Memory and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A209 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Performance 
Determinants  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Cognitive Determinants---Job Knowledge Test 
           
All 90 3 .28 .31 .36 .30 -.09-.75 -.02-.74 .38 .31  .28 .36 .30 -.09-.75 .38 .31 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 90 3 .28 .31 .37 .30 -.09-.76 -.02-.76 .39 .32  .28 .37 .30 -.09-.76 .39 .32 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 90 3 .28 .31 .36 .30 -.09-.75 -.02-.74 .38 .31  .28 .36 .30 -.09-.75 .38 .31 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 90 3 .28 .31 .37 .30 -.09-.76 -.02-.76 .39 .32  .28 .37 .30 -.09-.76 .39 .32 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 90 3 .28 .31 .37 .30 -.09-.76 -.02-.76 .39 .32  .28 .37 .30 -.09-.76 .39 .32 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 90 3 .28 .31 .37 .30 -.09-.76 -.02-.76 .39 .32  .28 .37 .30 -.09-.76 .39 .32 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 90 3 .28 .31 .37 .30 -.09-.76 -.02-.76 .39 .32  .28 .37 .30 -.09-.76 .39 .32 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  1298 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
          
All 598 6 .08 .13 .13 .12 -.04-.30 -.02-.29 .14 .13  .08 .13 .12 -.04-.30 .14 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 101 2 .32 .04 .51 .00 .43-.59 .51-.51 .54 .00  .32 .51 .00 .43-.59 .54 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 598 6 .08 .13 .13 .12 -.04-.30 -.02-.29 .14 .13  .08 .13 .12 -.04-.30 .14 .13 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 598 6 .08 .13 .14 .12 -.04-.31 -.02-.30 .14 .13  .08 .14 .13 -.04-.31 .15 .13 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
        
All 598 6 .08 .13 .13 .12 -.04-.30 -.02-.29 .14 .13  .08 .13 .12 -.04-.30 .14 .13 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 101 2 .32 .04 .51 .00 .43-.59 .51-.51 .54 .00  .32 .51 .00 .43-.59 .54 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 598 6 .08 .13 .13 .12 -.04-.30 -.02-.29 .14 .13  .08 .13 .12 -.04-.30 .14 .13 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 598 6 .08 .13 .14 .12 -.04-.31 -.02-.30 .14 .13  .08 .14 .13 -.04-.31 .15 .13 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
        
All 399 4 .11 .16 .19 .18 -.06-.43 -.04-.41 .20 .19  .12 .19 .18 -.06-.44 .20 .19 
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Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 101 2 .33 .06 .54 .00 .40-.66 .54-.54 .57 .00  .33 .54 .00 .40-.66 .57 .00 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 399 4 .11 .16 .19 .18 -.06-.43 -.04-.41 .20 .19  .11 .19 .18 -.06-.43 .20 .19 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 399 4 .11 .16 .19 .18 -.06-.44 -.04-.43 .20 .19  .12 .20 .19 -.07-.45 .21 .20 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
        
All 245 3 .08 .16 .13 .17 -.16-.41 -.09-.35 .13 .18  .08 .13 .17 -.16-.41 .13 .18 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 46 1 .31 -- .51 -- .08-.85 ----- .54 --  .31 .51 -- .08-.85 .54 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 245 3 .08 .16 .13 .17 -.16-.41 -.09-.35 .13 .18  .08 .13 .17 -.16-.41 .13 .18 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 245 3 .08 .16 .13 .18 -.17-.42 -.10-.36 .14 .19  .08 .13 .18 -.17-.42 .14 .19 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Conscientiousness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Emotional Stability 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Personality) Performance Determinants Measures----Other 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Non-Cognitive (Other) Performance Determinants Measures----Physical Abilities 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Domain-General 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Job-Related 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Non-Cognitive Performance Determinants Measures----Extraversion 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A210 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Task Performance  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Technical Performance---Work Sample 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Combined Work Sample & Job Knowledge Test 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Objective--Technical Performance---Production Record 
            
All 211 3 .06 .08 .09 .00 -.04-.22 .09-.09 .10 .00  .06 .09 .00 -.04-.22 .10 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 106 2 .01 .06 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01-.01 .01 .00  .01 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01 .00 
      Complexity: Low 105 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.10-.43 ----- .18 --  .12 .17 -- -.11-.45 .18 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 211 3 .06 .08 .09 .00 -.04-.22 .09-.09 .10 .00  .06 .09 .00 -.04-.22 .10 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 211 3 .06 .08 .09 .00 -.04-.22 .09-.09 .10 .00  .06 .09 .00 -.04-.22 .10 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. 105 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.10-.43 ----- .18 --  .12 .17 -- -.10-.43 .18 -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 106 2 .01 .06 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01-.01 .01 .00  .01 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 106 2 .01 .06 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01-.01 .01 .00  .01 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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                  Clerical Job: Yes 106 2 .01 .06 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01-.01 .01 .00  .01 .01 .00 -.11-.13 .01 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 105 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.10-.43 ----- .18 --  .12 .17 -- -.11-.45 .18 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 105 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.10-.43 ----- .18 --  .12 .17 -- -.10-.43 .18 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 105 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.10-.43 ----- .18 --  .12 .17 -- -.10-.43 .18 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. 105 1 .12 -- .17 -- -.10-.43 ----- .18 --  .12 .17 -- -.10-.43 .18 -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
          
All 1,727 22 .18 .17 .29 .16 .18-.40 .09-.49 .31 .17  .18 .29 .16 .18-.40 .31 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.25-.40 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,727 22 .18 .17 .29 .16 .18-.40 .09-.49 .31 .17  .18 .29 .16 .18-.40 .31 .17 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,727 22 .18 .17 .30 .17 .19-.41 .09-.51 .32 .18  .18 .30 .17 .18-.41 .32 .18 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
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                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.25-.40 .09 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.24-.39 .09 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.24-.39 .09 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite/Overall Task Performance Measures  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
          
All 1,727 22 .18 .17 .29 .16 .18-.40 .09-.49 .31 .17  .18 .29 .16 .18-.40 .31 .17 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.25-.40 .09 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,727 22 .18 .17 .29 .16 .18-.40 .09-.49 .31 .17  .18 .29 .16 .18-.40 .31 .17 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,727 22 .18 .17 .30 .17 .19-.41 .09-.51 .32 .18  .18 .30 .17 .18-.41 .32 .18 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
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      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 343 9 .31 .22 .50 .15 .29-.70 .31-.70 .53 .16  .31 .50 .15 .29-.70 .53 .16 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.25-.40 .09 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.24-.39 .09 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 102 1 .05 -- .08 -- -.24-.39 ----- .09 --  .05 .08 -- -.24-.39 .09 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
          
All 1,169 14 .17 .20 .28 .23 .12-.44 -.02-.58 .30 .25  .17 .28 .24 .11-.44 .29 .26 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 225 6 .32 .18 .52 .00 .29-.72 .52-.52 .55 .00  .32 .52 .00 .29-.72 .55 .00 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 .03 -- .05 -- -.27-.36 ----- .05 --  .03 .05 -- -.28-.37 .05 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,169 14 .17 .20 .28 .23 .12-.44 -.02-.58 .30 .25  .17 .28 .23 .12-.44 .30 .25 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,169 14 .17 .20 .29 .24 .12-.45 -.02-.60 .31 .26  .17 .29 .25 .11-.45 .30 .26 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
         
All 1,051 11 .18 .14 .28 .09 .16-.41 .17-.40 .30 .09  .18 .29 .09 .15-.41 .30 .10 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 107 3 .31 .11 .51 .00 .31-.68 .51-.51 .54 .00  .31 .51 .00 .31-.68 .54 .00 
      Complexity: Low 102 1 .07 -- .11 -- -.20-.42 ----- .12 --  .07 .12 -- -.21-.43 .12 -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,051 11 .18 .14 .28 .09 .16-.41 .17-.40 .30 .09  .18 .28 .09 .16-.41 .30 .09 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,051 11 .18 .14 .29 .10 .16-.42 .17-.42 .31 .10  .18 .29 .10 .16-.42 .31 .10 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All 298 2 .05 .07 .08 .00 -.07-.23 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 -.08-.23 .08 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 298 2 .05 .07 .08 .00 -.07-.23 .08-.08 .08 .00  .05 .08 .00 -.07-.23 .08 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 298 2 .05 .07 .08 .00 -.07-.23 .08-.08 .09 .00  .05 .08 .00 -.08-.24 .08 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Misc. Job-Related 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Overall 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Writing 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures--Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Accuracy/Quality 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Task Performance Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Quantity/Speed 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Technical Performance Measures----Analysis/Problem-Solving/Judgment 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Communication Performance Measures----Oral/Speaking 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Mixed Objective/Subjective---Technical Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A211 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Overall Performance 
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 2,398 32 .27 .16 .43 .07 .35-.52 .34-.53 .46 .08  .28 .44 .07 .35-.52 .47 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 308 6 .37 .21 .59 .15 .34-.81 .40-.79 .63 .16  .37 .59 .15 .34-.81 .63 .16 
      Complexity: Low 244 6 .43 .13 .65 .00 .51-.78 .65-.65 .69 .00  .43 .65 .00 .51-.78 .69 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 2,398 32 .27 .16 .43 .07 .35-.52 .34-.53 .46 .08  .27 .43 .07 .35-.52 .46 .08 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 257 5 .37 .15 .57 .00 .38-.75 .57-.57 .61 .00  .37 .57 .00 .38-.75 .61 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 2,141 27 .26 .16 .43 .10 .34-.52 .31-.55 .45 .10  .26 .43 .09 .34-.52 .46 .10 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 308 6 .37 .21 .59 .15 .34-.81 .40-.79 .63 .16  .37 .59 .15 .34-.81 .63 .16 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 308 6 .37 .21 .59 .15 .34-.81 .40-.79 .63 .16  .37 .59 .15 .34-.81 .63 .16 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 168 2 .44 .06 .68 .00 .58-.78 .68-.68 .72 .00  .44 .68 .00 .58-.78 .72 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 140 4 .29 .30 .47 .35 -.01-.86 .03-.92 .50 .37  .29 .47 .35 -.01-.86 .50 .37 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 244 6 .43 .13 .65 .00 .51-.78 .65-.65 .69 .00  .43 .65 .00 .51-.78 .69 .00 
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            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 244 6 .43 .13 .65 .00 .51-.78 .65-.65 .69 .00  .43 .65 .00 .51-.78 .69 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 244 6 .43 .13 .65 .00 .51-.78 .65-.65 .69 .00  .43 .65 .00 .51-.78 .69 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All 208 5 .25 .24 .40 .23 .08-.69 .11-.70 .43 .25  .25 .40 .23 .08-.69 .43 .25 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 48 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.54-.39 ----- -.09 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.54-.39 -.09 -- 
      Complexity: Low 67 2 .40 .04 .62 .00 .55-.68 .62-.62 .66 .00  .40 .62 .00 .55-.68 .66 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 208 5 .25 .24 .40 .23 .08-.69 .11-.70 .43 .25  .25 .40 .23 .08-.69 .43 .25 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 208 5 .25 .24 .42 .24 .08-.71 .11-.72 .44 .26  .25 .42 .24 .08-.71 .44 .26 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 48 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.54-.39 ----- -.09 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.54-.39 -.09 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 48 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.54-.39 ----- -.09 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.54-.39 -.09 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 48 1 -.05 -- -.09 -- -.54-.39 ----- -.09 --  -.05 -.09 -- -.54-.39 -.09 -- 
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                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 67 2 .40 .04 .62 .00 .55-.68 .62-.62 .66 .00  .40 .62 .00 .55-.68 .66 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 67 2 .40 .04 .62 .00 .55-.68 .62-.62 .66 .00  .40 .62 .00 .55-.68 .66 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 67 2 .40 .04 .62 .00 .55-.68 .62-.62 .66 .00  .40 .62 .00 .55-.68 .66 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures  
          
All 1,880 23 .26 .15 .41 .07 .32-.51 .33-.50 .44 .07  .26 .42 .07 .32-.51 .44 .07 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 209 4 .47 .08 .72 .00 .62-.82 .72-.72 .76 .00  .47 .72 .00 .62-.82 .76 .00 
      Complexity: Low 177 4 .44 .16 .67 .00 .45-.85 .67-.67 .71 .00  .44 .67 .00 .45-.85 .71 .00 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 1,880 23 .26 .15 .41 .07 .32-.51 .33-.50 .44 .07  .26 .41 .07 .32-.51 .44 .07 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No 257 5 .37 .15 .57 .00 .38-.75 .57-.57 .61 .00  .37 .57 .00 .38-.75 .61 .00 
      Clerical Job: Yes 1,623 18 .24 .15 .40 .09 .29-.50 .29-.51 .42 .09  .24 .40 .09 .29-.50 .43 .09 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 209 4 .47 .08 .72 .00 .62-.82 .72-.72 .76 .00  .47 .72 .00 .62-.82 .76 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 209 4 .47 .08 .72 .00 .62-.82 .72-.72 .76 .00  .47 .72 .00 .62-.82 .76 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
  1310 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No 168 2 .44 .06 .68 .00 .58-.78 .68-.68 .72 .00  .44 .68 .00 .58-.78 .72 .00 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 41 2 .59 .03 .86 .00 .81-.91 .86-.86 .91 .00  .59 .86 .00 .81-.91 .91 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low 177 4 .44 .16 .67 .00 .45-.85 .67-.67 .71 .00  .44 .67 .00 .45-.85 .71 .00 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 177 4 .44 .16 .67 .00 .45-.85 .67-.67 .71 .00  .44 .67 .00 .45-.85 .71 .00 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 177 4 .44 .16 .67 .00 .45-.85 .67-.67 .71 .00  .44 .67 .00 .45-.85 .71 .00 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
          
All 624 6 .28 .15 .44 .10 .25-.61 .31-.56 .46 .10  .28 .45 .08 .26-.63 .48 .08 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 51 1 .37 -- .59 -- .22-.88 ----- .63 --  .37 .59 -- .22-.88 .63 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 624 6 .28 .15 .44 .10 .25-.61 .31-.56 .46 .10  .28 .44 .10 .25-.61 .46 .10 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 624 6 .28 .15 .45 .11 .25-.63 .31-.59 .48 .11  .28 .46 .09 .27-.64 .49 .10 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Hierarchical Moderator 
Analysis 
                 
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 51 1 .37 -- .59 -- .22-.88 ----- .63 --  .37 .59 -- .22-.88 .63 -- 
            Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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            Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
            Sample Type: Civilian 51 1 .37 -- .59 -- .22-.88 ----- .63 --  .37 .59 -- .22-.88 .63 -- 
                  Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Clerical Job: Yes 51 1 .37 -- .59 -- .22-.88 ----- .63 --  .37 .59 -- .22-.88 .63 -- 
                  Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
                  Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Other (non-peer/supervisor) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Composite Overall Performance Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Overall Performance Measure Type Unclear 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---All Overall Performance Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Rater Unclear---Direct Overall Performance Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A212 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and CWB  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All CWB Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Miscellaneous Organizational Records 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-I Measures---Overall CWB-I 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--CWB-O Measures---Overall CWB-O 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O Measures----CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Dependability/Trustworthiness (reverse-scored) 
 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Integrity (reverse-scored) 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures----Lack of Maturity/Childish Behavior 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All CWB Measures 
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Undifferentiated CWB Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Committed Firable Offense 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-I Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Overall) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-I (Approach) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All CWB-O Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Overall) Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Approach) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---CWB-O (Drugs/Alcohol) Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A213 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and OCB  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All OCB Measures 
           
All 55 1 .29 -- .46 -- .08-.79 ----- .49 --  .29 .46 -- .08-.79 .49 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 55 1 .29 -- .48 -- .08-.80 ----- .50 --  .29 .48 -- .08-.80 .50 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 55 1 .29 -- .46 -- .08-.79 ----- .49 --  .29 .46 -- .08-.79 .49 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 55 1 .29 -- .48 -- .08-.80 ----- .50 --  .29 .48 -- .08-.80 .50 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Overall/Composite OCB Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
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All 55 1 .29 -- .46 -- .08-.79 ----- .49 --  .29 .46 -- .08-.79 .49 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 55 1 .29 -- .48 -- .08-.80 ----- .50 --  .29 .48 -- .08-.80 .50 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 55 1 .29 -- .46 -- .08-.79 ----- .49 --  .29 .46 -- .08-.79 .49 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 55 1 .29 -- .48 -- .08-.80 ----- .50 --  .29 .48 -- .08-.80 .50 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Self-Development 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Strategic Initiative/Persistence Composite 
      
All 55 1 .29 -- .46 -- .08-.79 ----- .49 --  .29 .46 -- .08-.79 .49 -- 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium 55 1 .29 -- .48 -- .08-.80 ----- .50 --  .29 .48 -- .08-.80 .50 -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 55 1 .29 -- .46 -- .08-.79 ----- .49 --  .29 .46 -- .08-.79 .49 -- 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 55 1 .29 -- .48 -- .08-.80 ----- .50 --  .29 .48 -- .08-.80 .50 -- 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Subjective--Peer Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Peer Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All OCB Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Interpersonal Facilitation/Human Relations 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-I (Individually-Directed) Measures----Leading/Initiating Structure 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Administration 
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Decision Making/Problem Solving 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----External Representation 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Goal Setting/Coordination 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-O (Organizationally-Directed) Measures----Monitoring Unit Effectiveness 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---OCB-P (Proactive) Measures----Persistence/Effort 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A214 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Performance Outcomes  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures---Commendations and Awards 
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Unit Performance  
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Non-Sales Revenue Produced 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Counts of Task Outcomes 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Dismissed for Performance 
     
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Formal Discipline, Complaints, & Reprimands 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Composite/Overall CWB Measures---Involuntary Turnover 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Commendations and Awards 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate OCB 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Unauthorized Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Subordinate Accidents 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
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All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Goal Achievement  
   
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Other Leadership Outcomes 
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---"OCB" Performance Outcomes Measures----Leadership Outcomes  
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Performance Outcomes Measures  
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Overall Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Commendations and Awards  
  
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures  
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---"Task Performance" Performance Outcomes Measures----Sales Performance  
      
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Composite/Overall CWB Measures----Formal Discipline, Complaints, Reprimands 
    
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A215 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Accidents 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Accidents 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable 
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Culpable----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated 
            
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Frequency 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Accidents---Undifferentiated----Cost 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  1320 
Table A216 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Potential  
   Sample Size Weighted   Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻  ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Potential Measures 
           
All 612 4 .19 .10 .30 .00 .14-.45 .30-.30 .32 .00  .19 .30 .00 .14-.45 .32 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 612 4 .19 .10 .30 .00 .14-.45 .30-.30 .32 .00  .19 .30 .00 .14-.45 .32 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 612 4 .19 .10 .31 .00 .15-.46 .31-.31 .33 .00  .19 .31 .00 .15-.47 .33 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Promotability Potential Measures 
          
All 314 2 .27 .05 .42 .00 .33-.52 .42-.42 .45 .00  .27 .43 .00 .33-.52 .45 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 314 2 .27 .05 .42 .00 .33-.52 .42-.42 .45 .00  .27 .42 .00 .33-.52 .45 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 314 2 .27 .05 .44 .00 .34-.53 .44-.44 .46 .00  .27 .44 .00 .34-.54 .46 .00 
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      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Performance Asymptote Potential Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Undifferentiated Potential Measures 
           
All 298 2 .10 .04 .17 .00 .08-.25 .17-.17 .18 .00  .10 .17 .00 .08-.26 .18 .00 
Simple Moderator Analyses                  
      Complexity: High -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Medium -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Complexity: Low -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: USES -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Military -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Sample Type: Civilian 298 2 .10 .04 .17 .00 .08-.25 .17-.17 .18 .00  .10 .17 .00 .08-.25 .18 .00 
      Age: Below 40 -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Age: 40 and above -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: No -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Clerical Job: Yes 298 2 .10 .04 .17 .00 .08-.26 .17-.17 .18 .00  .10 .18 .00 .08-.27 .19 .00 
      Context: Research -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
      Context: Admin. -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- --  -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
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Table A217 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Absences/Tardiness 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Excused Absences---Number of Absences 
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Times 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Non-Excused Absences---Number of Hours Lost 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences  
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Undifferentiated Absences---Number of Absences  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Absence Measures 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----False Excuses to Miss Work 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---All Tardiness  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Self Ratings---Undifferentiated Tardiness  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---All Absences 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Absences----Miscellaneous Absences/Attendance 
       
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table A218 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Attrition  
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights 
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 ?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--All Attrition 
                 
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
Objective--Attrition---Undifferentiated  
           
All -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 
 
  
  1324 
Table A219 
Predictive Validity for Compound---Acquired Knowledge--Verbal Ability---Comprehension Knowledge----Lexical Knowledge & Processing Speed and Miscellaneous Other 
   Sample Size Weighted  Winsorized Weights  
Criterion N k ?̅? 𝑺𝑫𝒓 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 80% CV 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
 
?̅? 𝝆 𝑺𝑫𝝆 95% CI 𝝆𝑻 𝑺𝑫𝝆𝑻 
Objective--Miscellaneous Other---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity  
             
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Creativity----Quality/Quantity  
         
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Supervisor Ratings---Adaptability  
              
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Military Bearing/Physical Conditioning 
        
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
Subjective--Mixed (peer/supervisor/other) Ratings---Creativity 
          
All -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- ----- -- -- 
 -- -- -- ----- -- -- 
 
 1325 
APPENDIX II:  
DOCUMENTS CODED FOR INTER-CORRELATION META-ANALYSES 
Abrahams, N. M., Kieckhaefer, W. F., Cole, D. R., Alf, E. F., & Pass, J. J. (1994). Classification 
Utility of Test Composites from the ASVAB, CAT-ASVAB, and ECAT Batteries. RGI Inc., San 
Diego, CA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA326270 
Abu-Sayf, F. K., & Herbolich, J. B. (1979). The validation of competence areas of English as a 
foreign language using three criteria. The Journal of Experimental Education, 48(2), 170–173. 
Ackerman, P. L. (2000). Domain-specific knowledge as the “dark matter” of adult intelligence Gf/Gc, 
personality and interest correlates. The Journals of Gerontology Series B: Psychological 
Sciences and Social Sciences, 55(2), P69–P84. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/55.2.P69 
Ackerman, P. L., & Beier, M. E. (2006). Determinants of domain knowledge and independent study 
learning in an adult sample. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(2), 366–381. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.2.366 
Ackerman, P. L., Beier, M. E., & Bowen, K. R. (2000). Explorations of crystallized intelligence: 
Completion tests, cloze tests, and knowledge. Learning and Individual Differences, 12(1), 105–
121. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1041-6080(00)00034-0 
Ackerman, P. L., Beier, M. E., & Boyle, M. D. (2002). Individual differences in working memory 
within a nomological network of cognitive and perceptual speed abilities. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology: General, 131(4), 567. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.131.4.567 
Ackerman, P. L., Bowen, K. R., Beier, M., & Kanfer, R. (2001). Determinants of individual 
differences and gender differences in knowledge. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(4), 
797–825. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.4.797 
 1326 
Ackerman, P. L., Cianciolo, A. T., & Bowen, K. R. (1999). Improving selection for psychomotor 
skills in dentistry. Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 
43(11), 629–633. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193129904301102 
Ackerman, P. L., & Kanfer, R. (1993). Integrating laboratory and field study for improving selection: 
Development of a battery for predicting air traffic controller success. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 78(3), 413. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.413 
Ackerman, P. L., Kanfer, R., Shapiro, S. W., Newton, S., & Beier, M. E. (2010). Cognitive fatigue 
during testing: An examination of trait, time-on-task, and strategy influences. Human 
Performance, 23(5), 381–402. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2010.517720 
Ackerman, P. L., & Wolman, S. D. (2007). Determinants and validity of self-estimates of abilities and 
self-concept measures. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 13(2), 57. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.13.2.57 
Adamson, M. M., Samarina, V., Xiangyan, X., Huynh, V., Kennedy, Q., Weiner, M., … Taylor, J. L. 
(2010). The impact of brain size on pilot performance varies with aviation training and years of 
education. Journal of the International Neuropsychological Society, 16(3), 412–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617710000111 
Adevai, G., Silverman, A. J., & Gough, W. E. M. (1968). Perceptual correlates of the rod-and-frame 
test. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 26(3 suppl), 1055–1064. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1968.26.3c.1055 
Adjutant General’s Office (Army) Washington DC. (1944). Validation of WCT-2 as a predictor of 
success in WAC officer candidate schools, Fort Oglethorpe, October 1943 (No. AGO-PRS-469). 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADB951165 
 1327 
Aftanas, M. S., & Royce, J. R. (1969). A factor analysis of brain damage tests administered to normal 
subjects with factor score comparisons across ages. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 4(4), 
459–481. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr0404_3 
Agostini, D. E., Stano, A. S., & Parente, D. H. (2002). Student performance on the Comprehensive 
Osteopathic Medical Licensing Examination-USA level 2 following a clinical evaluation, 
feedback, and intervention program. The Journal of the American Osteopathic Association, 
102(9), 477–480. 
Aguanno, J. C. (1984). An experimental test of the modifiability of cognitive aptitude validities 
(Doctoral Thesis). New York University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303305775/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/892 
Ahsmann, L. L. (1975). An evaluation of a synthetic validity model in the prediction of management 




Akhund, S. A. (2016). Predictive value of University entrance tests in Medical Schools of Pakistan 
for academic and professional performance (Doctoral Thesis). University of Wollongong. 
Retrieved from http://ro.uow.edu.au/theses/4740 
Akins, D. C. (1972). The use of selected aptitude test scores for predicting achievement in modern 
foreign languages at North Texas State University. Language and Literature, Modern. 
 1328 
Aksentijevic, A., & Garcia, L. M. (2013). Cross-modal facilitation of mental rotation: Effects of 
modality and complexity. British Journal of Psychology, 104(2), 181–192. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.2012.02111.x 
Alao, S., Coffey, G., Ellington, R., & Wright, H. (1999). Predicting placement test scores with 
cognitive and socio-economic variables. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED435627 
Alderman, D. L. (1982). Language proficiency as a moderator variable in testing academic aptitude. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 74(4), 580. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.74.4.580 
Alderton, D. L. (1989). Development and evaluation of Integrating Details: A complex spatial 
problem solving test (No. NPRDC-TR-89-6). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA205860. 
Aliotti, N. O. (1975). Relationships among creativity, intelligence, and achievement measures in 
upward bound students. Psychology in the Schools. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=44&id=EJ127414 
Alkhadher, O., Clarke, D. D., & Anderson, N. (1998). Equivalence and predictive validity of paper-
and-pencil and computerized adaptive formats of the Differential Aptitude Tests. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 71(3), 205–217. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8325.1998.tb00673.x 
Allen, G. L. (1984). Assessment of visuospatial abilities using complex cognitive tasks. Norfolk, VA: 
Old Dominion Univ. Dept. of Psychology. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA158919 
Allen, W. H., & Others, A. (1968). Study of visual and auditory presentation in dental lecture and 
laboratory instruction. Final report. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED052746 
 1329 
Allworth, E., & Hesketh, B. (1999). Construct-oriented biodata: Capturing change-related and 
contextually relevant future performance. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
7(2), 97–111. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00110 
Allworth, E., & Hesketh, B. (2000). Job requirements biodata as a predictor of performance in 
customer service roles. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 8(3), 137–147. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00142 
Altmeyer, M., Schweizer, K., Reiss, S., Ren, X., & Schreiner, M. (2013). An account of performance 
in accessing information stored in long-term memory. A fixed-links model approach. Learning 
and Individual Differences, 24, 126–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.12.019 
Altus, W. D. (1945). The differential validity and difficulty of subtests of the Wechsler Mental Ability 
Scale. Psychological Bulletin, 42(4), 238. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060061 
Altus, W. D. (1948). The validity of an abbreviated information test used in the Army. Journal of 
Consulting Psychology, 12(4), 270. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0055779 
Altus, W. D., & Bell, H. M. (1947). The validity of a general information test for certain groups of 
Army illiterates. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 11(3), 120. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0055268 
Alwan, I. A., Kushi, M. A., Tamim, H., Magzoub, M., & Elzubeir, M. (2013). Health sciences and 
medical college preadmission criteria and prediction of in-course academic performance: a 
longitudinal cohort study. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 18(3), 427–438. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-012-9380-1 
Amaddio, K. M. (2015). The Cognition of Multiaircraft Control (MAC): Cognitive ability predictors, 
working memory, interference, and attention control in radio communication (No. AFIT-ENV-
MS-15-M-205). Wright-Patterson AFB, OH: Air Force Institute of Technology Graduate School 
 1330 
of Engineering and Management. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA616375 
Ambler, R. K., Bair, J. T., & Wherry, R. J. (1960). Factorial structure and validity of naval aviation 
selector variables. Aerospace Medicine, 31, 456–461. 
Anastasi, A. (1932). Further studies on the memory factor. Archives of Psychology, 142, 60. 
Andberg, M. A., Stillwell, W. G., Prestwood, J. S., & Welsh, J. R. (1988). Initial operational test and 
evaluation (IOT&E) of ASVAB (Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery) Forms 11, 12, and 
13: Parallelism of the new forms. Volume 1. Rockville, MD: Maxima Corp. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA198459 
Anderson, H. E., & Guenter, F. (1961). Aptitude and course achievement in a short missile technician 
course. The Journal of Experimental Education, 29(3), 291–298. 
Anderson, H. E., Roush, S. L., & McClary, J. E. (1973). Relationships among ratings, production, 
efficiency, and the General Aptitude Test Battery scales in an industrial setting. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 58(1), 77. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0035413 
Anderson, L., Hoffman, I. I. I., Tate, B., Jenkins, J., Parish, C., Stachowski, A., & Dressel, J. D. 
(2011). Assessment of Assembling Objects (AO) for improving predictive performance of the 
Armed Forces Qualification Test (No. 029625.0.002.00). Fairfax, VA: ICF International Inc. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA542559 
Andrew, D. M. (1937). An analysis of the Minnesota Vocational Test for clerical workers. I. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 21(1), 18–47. 
Andrews, R. J., & Anderson, J. (1966). The use of the quick test in a number of clinical and routine 
settings. Australian Psychologist, 1(2), 116–120. https://doi.org/10.1080/00050066608256215 
 1331 
Andriole, D. A., Jeffe, D. B., & Whelan, A. J. (2004). What predicts surgical internship performance?. 
The American journal of surgery, 188(2), 161-164. 
Angelis, P. J. (1977). Language testing and intelligence testing: Friends or foes? Occasional papers 
on linguistics, No. 1. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=76&id=ED145677 
Anglin, G. J., Schwen, T. M., & Anglin, J. B. (1982). The interaction of learner aptitudes with 
instructional treatment in quadratic inequalities. Educational Communication and Technology, 
30(3), 131–140. 
Angoff, W. H., & Ford, S. F. (1973). Item-race interaction on a test of scholastic aptitude. Journal of 
Educational Measurement, 10(2), 95–106. 
Anmarkrud, Ø., & Bråten, I. (2009). Motivation for reading comprehension. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 19(2), 252–256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.09.002 
Annell, S., Sjöberg, A., & Sverke, M. (2014). Use and interpretation of test scores from limited 
cognitive test batteries: How g + Gc can equal g. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 55(5), 
399–408. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12140 
Anstey, K. J., & Smith, G. A. (1999). Interrelationships among biological markers of aging, health, 
activity, acculturation, and cognitive performance in late adulthood. Psychology and Aging, 
14(4), 605. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.14.4.605 
Arima, J. K. (1980). Performance versus paper-and-pencil estimates of cognitive abilities. (No. NPS-
54-80-06). Monterey, CA: Naval Postgraduate School. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA090614 
 1332 
Arlin, P. K. (1982). A multitrait-multimethod validity study of a test of formal reasoning. Educational 
and Psychological Measurement, 42(4), 1077–1088. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448204200414 
Arning, K., & Ziefle, M. (2009). Effects of age, cognitive, and personal factors on PDA menu 
navigation performance. Behaviour & Information Technology, 28(3), 251–268. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01449290701679395 
Arthur, W., & Day, D. V. (1991). Examination of the construct validity of alternative measures of 
field dependence/independence. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 72(3), 851–859. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1991.72.3.851 
Arthur, W., Strong, M. H., & Williamson, J. (1994). Validation of a visual attention test as a predictor 
of driving accident involvement. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 
67(2), 173–182. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1994.tb00559.x 
Arthur Jr., W., Barrett, G. V., & Doverspike, D. (1990). Validation of an information-processing-
based test battery for the prediction of handling accidents among petroleum-product transport 
drivers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(6), 621–628. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.75.6.621 
Artuso, C., & Palladino, P. (2014). Binding and content updating in working memory tasks. British 
Journal of Psychology, 105(2), 226–242. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12024 
Ash, P. (1954). Reliability and validity of the Kopas Personnel Test Battery. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 38(3), 155. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0057969 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower Reserve Affairs And Logistics) (1982). Profile of 
American Youth: 1980 Nationwide administration of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude 
Battery. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA111726 
 1333 
Athanasou, J. A. (1981). Inter-relationships between self-estimates of aptitudes and tested abilities on 
the GATB. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED214962 
Atwater, L. E. (1992). Beyond cognitive ability: Improving the prediction of performance. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 7(1), 27–44. 
Austin, E. J., Deary, I. J., & Willock, J. (2001). Personality and intelligence as predictors of economic 
behaviour in Scottish farmers. European Journal of Personality, 15(S1), S123–S137. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.421 
Avis, J. M. (2001). An examination of the prediction of overall, task, and contextual performance 
using three selection measures for a service -type occupation (Doctoral Thesis). The University 
of Southern Mississippi, United States -- Mississippi. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/251008840/abstract/E276647
00DA7497DPQ/42 
Ayers, J. B., Bustamante, F. A., & Campana, P. J. (1973). Prediction of success in college foreign 
language courses. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 33(4), 939–942. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447303300426 
Bachman, L. F. (1982). The trait structure of cloze test scores. TESOL Quarterly, 16(1), 61–70. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586563 
Bachman, L. F., & Palmer, A. S. (1982). The construct validation of some components of 
communicative proficiency. TESOL Quarterly, 16(4), 449–465. https://doi.org/10.2307/3586464 
Baddeley, A., Logie, R., Nimmo-Smith, I., & Brereton, N. (1985). Components of fluent reading. 
Journal of Memory and Language, 24(1), 119–131. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-
596X(85)90019-1 
 1334 
Baehr, M. E., & Orban, J. A. (1989). The role of intellectual abilities and personality characteristics in 
determining success in higher-level positions. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 35(3), 270–287. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(89)90030-4 
Bair, J. T., Lockman, R. F., & Martoccia, C. T. (1956). Validity and factor analyses of naval air 
training predictor and criterion measurers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 40(4), 213–219. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0043046 
Baker, K., Beer, J., & Beer, J. (1991). Self-esteem, alcoholism, sensation seeking, GPA, and 
Differential Aptitude Test scores of high school students in an honor society. Psychological 
Reports, 69(3 suppl), 1147–1150. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1991.69.3f.1147 
Bardeen, J. R., Stevens, E. N., Murdock, K. W., & Christine Lovejoy, M. (2013). A preliminary 
investigation of sex differences in associations between emotion regulation difficulties and 
higher-order cognitive abilities. Personality and Individual Differences, 55(1), 70–75. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.02.003 
Barrett, G. V., Alexander, R. A., Doverspike, D., Cellar, D., & Thomas, J. C. (1982). The 
development and application of a computerized information-processing test battery. Applied 
Psychological Measurement, 6(1), 13–29. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168200600102 
Barrett, R. R. (1958, June). A study in validating a brief verbal test of intelligence (Master’s Thesis). 
Texas Tech University. Retrieved from https://ttu-ir.tdl.org/ttu-ir/handle/2346/18441 
Barron, L. G., & Rose, M. R. (2013). Relative validity of distinct spatial abilities: An example with 
implications for diversity. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 21(4), 400–406. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12049 
Barto, E., Gonzalez, M., Alley, W. E., Shore, C. W., Schwartz, K. L., & Weissmuller, J. J. (2010). 
ASVAB Subtest and Composite Homogenization (No. AFCAPS-FR-2010-0019). San Antonio, 
 1335 
TX: Operational Technologies Corp. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA553624 
Bartone, P. T., Snook, S. A., & Tremble, J., Trueman R. (2002). Cognitive and personality predictors 
of leader performance in West Point cadets. Military Psychology (Taylor & Francis Ltd), 14(4), 
321–338. 
Basco Jr, W. T., Way, D. P., Gilbert, G. E., & Hudson, A. (2002). Undergraduate institutional MCAT 
scores as predictors of USMLE Step 1 performance. Academic Medicine, 77(10), S13-S16. 
Bass, B. M., Wurster, C. R., Doll, P. A., & Clair, D. J. (1953). Situational and personality factors in 
leadership among sorority women. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 67(16), 1–
23. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093660 
Bastian, V. A., Burns, N. R., & Nettelbeck, T. (2005). Emotional intelligence predicts life skills, but 
not as well as personality and cognitive abilities. Personality and Individual Differences, 39(6), 
1135–1145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.04.006 
Bates, T. C. (2005). Auditory inspection time and intelligence. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 38(1), 115–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.03.013 
Batey, M., Furnham, A., & Safiullina, X. (2010). Intelligence, general knowledge and personality as 
predictors of creativity. Learning and Individual Differences, 20(5), 532–535. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.04.008 
Baxter, T. D. (1978). Predicting Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) Performance for Air Force 
Academy Graduates. 
Bayroff, A. G., & Anderson, A. A. (1963). Development of Armed Forces Qualification Test 7 and 8 
(No. APRO-TRR-1132). Washington, DC: Army Personnel Research Office. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0421158 
 1336 
Bean, A. G., & Mayerberg, C. K. (1975). Attitude-aptitude Relationships in the quantitative domain: 
A canonical analysis. The Journal of Experimental Education, 44(1), 4–8. 
Beauducel, A., & Kersting, M. (2002). Fluid and crystallized intelligence and the Berlin Model of 
Intelligence Structure (BIS). European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 18(2), 97–112. 
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.18.2.97 
Beck, H. P., & Davidson, W. D. (2001). Establishing an early warning system: Predicting low grades 
in college students from Survey of Academic Orientations scores. Research in Higher Education, 
42(6), 709–723. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012253527960 
Beckham, T. W. (1974). A differential weighting of the undergraduate grade-point average as a 
method of improving the procedure for selecting students for dental school.  
Beckmann, N., Beckmann, J. F., Minbashian, A., & Birney, D. P. (2013). In the heat of the moment: 
On the effect of state neuroticism on task performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 
54(3), 447–452. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.10.022 
Bedford, C. L. (2011). The role of learning agility in workplace performance and career advancement 
(Doctoral Thesis). University of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/882340672/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/76 
Beier, M. E. (2003). Ability, personality, interests, and experience determinants of domain knowledge 





Beier, M. E., & Ackerman, P. L. (2001). Current-events knowledge in adults: An investigation of age, 
intelligence, and nonability determinants. Psychology and Aging, 16(4), 615. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.16.4.615 
Beier, M. E., & Ackerman, P. L. (2003). Determinants of health knowledge: An investigation of age, 
gender, abilities, personality, and interests. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(2), 
439–448. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.439 
Beier, U. S., Kapferer, I., Ostermann, H., Staudinger, R., & Dumfahrt, H. (2010). Impact of a novel 
dental school admission test on student performance at Innsbruck Medical University, Austria. 
Journal of Dental Education, 74(5), 531–538. 
Bell, B. S. (2002). An examination of the instructional, motivational, and emotional elements of error 
training (Doctoral Thesis). Michigan State University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/252314179/abstract/DB3B00
91FB9A4AA3PQ/383 
Bell, P., & Bell, P. (2008). Awareness, aptitude, and French grammatical gender : an exploratory 
study (Master’s Thesis). Concordia University. Retrieved from 
http://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/975772/ 
Benavidez, J. E. (2005). Expanding the predictor and criterion space to reduce adverse impact in a 
public sector environment (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Oklahoma, United States -- 
Oklahoma. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305438075/abstract/E276647
00DA7497DPQ/48 
Bennett, G. K., & Gelink, M. (1953). The Short Employment Tests. Personnel Psychology, 6(2), 151–
157. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1953.tb01036.x 
 1338 
Berger, E., & Goldberger, L. (1979). Field dependence and short-term memory. Perceptual and 
Motor Skills, 49(1), 87–96. https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1979.49.1.87 
Berger, F. R., Gupta, W. B., & Berger, R. M. (1990). Air Force Officer Qualifying Test (AFOQT) 
Form P: Test Manual. 
Berger, R. M., Guilford, J. P., & Christensen, P. R. (1957). A factor-analytic study of planning 
abilities. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 71(6), 1. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093704 
Bergersen, G. R., & Gustafsson, J.-E. (2011). Programming skill, knowledge, and working memory 
among professional software developers from an investment theory perspective. Journal of 
Individual Differences, 32(4), 201–209. https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000052 
Bergersen, G. R., Sjøberg, D. I. K., & Dybå, T. (2014). Construction and validation of an instrument 
for measuring programming skill. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering, 40(12), 1163–
1184. https://doi.org/10.1109/TSE.2014.2348997 
Berkovsky, K. L. (1995). The influence of cognitive ability, goal orientation and self-regulatory 
factors on task performance (Doctoral Thesis). Georgia Institute of Technology, United States -- 
Georgia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304209286/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/6 
Berman, M. C. (1986). Report of a study correlating the performance of sonographers with their 
cognitive abilities. Journal of Diagnostic Medical Sonography, 2(1), 13–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/875647938600200102 
 1339 
Bernreuter, R. G., & Goodman, C. H. (1941). A study of the Thurstone Primary Mental Abilities 
Tests applied to freshman engineering students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 32(1), 55. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0062956 
Bertsch, S., & Pesta, B. J. (2009). The Wonderlic Personnel Test and elementary cognitive tasks as 
predictors of religious sectarianism, scriptural acceptance and religious questioning. Intelligence, 
37(3), 231–237. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2008.10.003 
Bhatti, M. A., & Anwar, M. (2012). Does entry test make any difference on the future performance of 
medical students? JPMA. The Journal of the Pakistan Medical Association, 62(7), 664–668. 
Bialystok, E., & Fröhlich, M. (1978). Variables of classroom achievement in second language 
learning. The Modern Language Journal, 62(7), 327–336. https://doi.org/10.2307/324451 
Biamonte, A. J. (1964). Predicting success in programmer training. In Proceedings of the Second 
SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel Research (pp. 9–12). New York, NY, USA: ACM. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/1142635.1142637 
Bielinska-Kwapisz, A., Brown, F. W., & Semenik, R. (2012). Interpreting standardized assessment 
test scores and setting performance goals in the context of student characteristics: The case of the 
Major Field Test in Business. Journal of Education for Business, 87(1), 7–13. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832323.2010.542504 
Biggerstaff, S., Blower, D., Portman, C., & Chapman, A. D. (1998). The effect of presentation 
medium on pilot selection test battery scores (No. NAMRL-1400). Pensacola, FL: Naval 
Aerospace Medical Research Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA350493 
Bing, M. N., Stewart, S. M., & Davison, H. K. (2009). An investigation of calculator use on 
employment tests of mathematical ability effects on reliability, validity, test scores, and speed of 
 1340 
completion. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(2), 322–350. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164408323232 
Bingham, W. V. (1935). MacQuarrie Test for Mechanical Ability. Occupations: The Vocational 
Guidance Journal, 14(3), 202–205. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-5892.1935.tb00203.x 
Bishop, K. (1998). Predicting academic success in college using the Wechsler Adult Intelligence 
Scale-Revised (Master’s Thesis). Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.wku.edu/theses/335 
Bissonette, K. M. (2009). The relationship of the armed services vocational apptitude battery on job 
satisfaction: An analysis of sergeants’ major (Doctoral Thesis). Capella University, United 
States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305162535/abstract/A55DA1
C748554C0CPQ/2300 
Black, A. A. (Jill). (2005). Spatial ability and earth science conceptual understanding. Journal of 
Geoscience Education, 53(4), 402–414. https://doi.org/10.5408/1089-9995-53.4.402 
Blackmur, J. P., Lone, N. I., Stone, O. D., Webb, D. J., & Dhaun, N. (2016). A cross-sectional study 
of current doctors’ performance in a modified version of a medical school admission aptitude 
test. Medicine, 95(18). https://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000003506 
Blakey, R. I. (1941). A factor analysis of a non-verbal reasoning test. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 1(1), 187-195. 
Blau, G. (1990). Exploring the mediating mechanisms affecting the relationship of recruitment source 
to employee performance. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 37(3), 303–320. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(90)90047-6 
 1341 
Blower, D. J. (1998). Psychometric equivalency issues for the APEX System (No. NAMRL-SR-98-1). 
Pensacola, FL: Naval Aerospace Medical Research Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA350727 
Blue, R. I., & Divilbiss, J. L. (1981). Optimizing selection of library school students. Journal of 
Education for Librarianship, 21(4), 301–312. https://doi.org/10.2307/40322693 
Blum, M., & Candee, B. (1941). The selection of department store packers and wrappers with the aid 
of certain psychological tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 25(1), 76–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0059255 
Boatman, P. R. (2008). An application of Behavior Modeling Training to complex skill acquisition 
(Doctoral Thesis). The University of Oklahoma, United States -- Oklahoma. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304507971/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/766 
Boccia, M., Piccardi, L., Marco, M. D., Pizzamiglio, L., & Guariglia, C. (2016). Does field 
independence predict visuo-spatial abilities underpinning human navigation? Behavioural 
evidence. Experimental Brain Research, 234(10), 2799–2807. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00221-
016-4682-9 
Bohrnstedt, G. W., Lambert, P., & Borgatta, E. F. (1971). The reliability and validity of Quick Tests 
with high school seniors. The Journal of Experimental Education, 39(4), 22–23. 
Booth, R. F., & Peterson, F. E. (1968). Expansion of the naval flight officer student prediction system 
(No. NAMI-1038). Pensacola, FL: Naval Aerospace Medical Inst.  
Booth-Kewlwy, S., Foley, P. P., & Swanson, L. (1984). Predictive validation of the Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Forms 8, 9, and 10 against performance in 100 Navy 
 1342 
schools (No. NPRDC-TR-85-15). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and Development 
Center. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA149695 
Bordelon, V. P., & Kantor, J. E. (1986). Utilization of psychomotor screening for USAF Pilot 
candidates: Independent and integrated selection methodologies. (No. AFHRL-TR-86-4). 
Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA170353 
Borich, G. D. |Bauman. (1972). Convergent and discriminant validation of the French and Guilford-
Zimmerman spatial orientation and spatial visualization. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement. 
Borman, W. C., Brantley, L. B., & Hanson, M. A. (2014). Progress toward understanding the 
structure and determinants of job performance: A focus on task and citizenship performance. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 22(4), 422–431. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12088 
Borman, W. C., Hanson, M. A., Oppler, S. H., Pulakos, E. D., & White, L. A. (1993). Role of early 
supervisory experience in supervisor performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(3), 443. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.443 
Borman, W. C., White, L. A., Pulakos, E. D., & Oppler, S. H. (1991). Models of supervisory job 
performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(6), 863. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.76.6.863 
Bosco, F., Allen, D. G., & Singh, K. (2015). Executive attention: An alternative perspective on 
general mental ability, performance, and subgroup differences. Personnel Psychology, 68(4), 
859–898. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12099 
 1343 
Bosshardt, M. J., Carter, G. W., Gialluca, K. A., Dunnette, M. D., & Ashworth, S. D. (1992). 
Predictive validation of an insurance agent support person selection battery. Journal of Business 
and Psychology, 7(2), 213–224. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013930 
Botzum, W. A. (1951). A factorial study of the reasoning and closure factors. Psychometrika, 16(4), 
361–386. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288801 
Bowers, J. (1969). Interactive effects of creativity and IQ on ninth-grade achievement. Journal of 
Educational Measurement, 6(3), 173–177. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.1969.tb00675.x 
Braasch, J. L. G., Bråten, I., Strømsø, H. I., & Anmarkrud, Ø. (2014). Incremental theories of 
intelligence predict multiple document comprehension. Learning and Individual Differences, 31, 
11–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.12.012 
Bramble, W. J. (1999). Stability of performance-based ability tests during simulated flight training 
(Doctoral Thesis). University of Central Florida, United States -- Florida. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304552545/abstract/DB3B00
91FB9A4AA3PQ/347 
Brantner, S. T., & Enderlein, T. E. (1972). A comparison of vocational and non-vocational high 
school dropouts and retainers. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED068715 
Brazelton, B. (2012). Correlation between Academy of Reading and Georgia end of course test 
(Doctoral Thesis). Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/515 
Breland, H. M., & Griswold, P. A. (1981). Group comparisons for basic skills measures. ETS 
Research Report Series, 1981(1), i-29. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1981.tb01256.x 
Brener, R. (1940). An experimental investigation of memory span. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology, 26(5), 467–482. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0061096 
 1344 
Briggs, P. F., & Tellegen, A. (1971). Development of the Manual Accuracy and Speed Test (MAST). 
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 32(3), 923–943. https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1971.32.3.923 
Brodsky, S. L. (1966). The Army Classification Battery GT score as a measure of intelligence in a 
military prisoner population. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 22(1), 81–84. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(196601)22:1<81::AID-JCLP2270220122>3.0.CO;2-L 
Brown, K. G., Le, H., & Schmidt, F. L. (2006). Specific aptitude theory revisited: Is there incremental 
validity for training performance? International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(2), 87–
100. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2006.00336.x 
Brown, W. F., & Holtzman, W. H. (1955). A study-attitudes questionnaire for predicting academic 
success. Journal of Educational Psychology, 46(2), 75–84. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0039970 
Bruce, M. M. (1953). The prediction of effectiveness as a factory foreman. Psychological 
Monographs: General and Applied, 67(12), 1. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093656 
Brunner, M. (2008). No g in education? Learning and Individual Differences, 18(2), 152–165. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2007.08.005 
Bryant, D. K. (1997). Prediction of CAAP Scores based on ACT Scores, cumulative GPAs, and both. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED433349 
Buckhalt, J. A. (1991). Reaction time measures of processing speed: Are they yielding new 
information about intelligence? Personality and Individual Differences, 12(7), 683–688. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(91)90223-X 
Bucklin, B. L. (1971). Field dependence and visual detection ability (No. PA-TR-4137). Dover, NJ: 
Feltman Research Labs.  
 1345 
Buckton, L., & Doppelt, J. E. (1955). Freshmen tests as predictors of scores on graduate and 
professional school examinations. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 2(2), 146–149. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0041937 
Bühner, M., König, C. J., Pick, M., & Krumm, S. (2006). Working memory dimensions as differential 
predictors of the speed and error aspect of multitasking performance. Human Performance, 
19(3), 253–275. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1903_4 
Bühner, M., Kröner, S., & Ziegler, M. (2008). Working memory, visual–spatial-intelligence and their 
relationship to problem-solving. Intelligence, 36(6), 672–680. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2008.03.008 
Burke, M. J., Sarpy, S. A., Tesluk, P. E., & Smith-Crowe, K. (2002). General safety performance: A 
test of a grounded theoretical model. Personnel Psychology, 55(2), 429–457. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00116.x 
Burns, R. B. (1980). Relation of aptitudes to learning at different points in time during instruction. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 72(6), 785–795. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.72.6.785 
Burrus, K. D. (2006). The influence of time on the prediction of performance (Doctoral Thesis). 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305331242/abstract/E276647
00DA7497DPQ/46 
Burton, L. J. (2003). Examining the relation between visual imagery and spatial ability tests. 
International Journal of Testing, 3(3), 277–291. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327574IJT0303_6 
Burton, L. J., & Fogarty, G. J. (2003). The factor structure of visual imagery and spatial abilities. 
Intelligence, 31(3), 289–318. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-2896(02)00139-3 
 1346 
Busciglio, H. H., Palmer, D. R., King, I. H., & Walker, C. B. (1994). Creation of new items and forms 
for the Project A Assembling Objects Test (No. ARI-TR-1004). Alexandria, VA: Army Research 
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA285522 
Busciglio, H. H., & Teplitzky, M. L. (1994). Predicting land navigation performance in the special 
forces qualification course. (No. ARI-TR-1015). Alexandria, VA: Army Research Institute for 
the Behavioral and Social Sciences. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA289792 
Busciglio, H. H., Teplitzky, M. L., & Welborn, C. (1991). Project A spatial tests and military 
orienteering performance in the Special Forces Assessment and Selection Program (No. ARI-
TR-921). Alexandria, VA: Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA233432 
Butler, R. P. , & McCauley. (1987). Extraordinary stability and ordinary predictability of academic 
success at the United States Military Academy. Journal of Educational Psychology, 79(1), 83–
86. 
Buyse, T., & Lievens, F. (2011). Situational judgment tests as a new tool for dental student selection. 
Journal of Dental Education, 75(6), 743–749. 
Byrne, C. L., & Broach, D. (2014). An evaluation of the utility of AT-SAT for the placement of new 
controllers by option. Retrieved from https://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=1330661 
Calhoun, J. G., Wolf, F. M., Maxim, B. R., & Davis, W. K. (1985). Validity coefficients of clinical 
competence on NBME part III examination. Journal of Medical Education. 
 1347 
Camp, J. (1979). The relationship between the Graduate Record Examinations Aptitude Test and 
graduate grade point average in a Master of Arts in counseling program. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 39(2), 429–431. 
Campbell, J. T., and Others (1973). An investigation of sources of bias in the prediction of job 
performance: A six-year study. Final project report. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED109155 
Campbell, M. (1934). The “personal equation” in serial pursuit performances. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 18(6), 785–792. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0075382 
Campbell SK, & Catano VM. (2004). Using measures of specific abilities to predict training 
performance in Canadian Forces operator occupations. Military Psychology (Taylor & Francis 
Ltd), 16(3), 183–201. 
Campion, J. E. (1972). Work sampling for personnel selection. Journal of Applied Psychology, 56(1), 
40. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0032131 
Campion, M. A., Campion, J. E., & Hudson Jr., J. P. (1994). Structured interviewing: A note on 
incremental validity and alternative question types. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(6), 998. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.998 
Cantor, J., Engle, R. W., & Hamilton, G. (1991). Short-term memory, working memory, and verbal 
abilities: How do they relate? Intelligence, 15(2), 229–246. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-
2896(91)90032-9 
Capner, M., Scarcia, M., & Graham, D. (2007). Establishing the psychometric properties of measures 
of implicit memory. Australian Journal of Psychology, 59(1), 51–62. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530600944382 
 1348 
Carey, N. B. (1992). Factor structure and incremental validity of the Enhanced Computer- 
Administered Tests (No. CRM-92-36). Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analyses Operations 
and Support Div. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA263894 
Carlson, A. B. (n.d.). Factor analysis and validity study of the law school admission test battery. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED128441 
Carlstedt, B., Gustafsson, J.-E., & Ullstadius, E. (2000). Item sequencing effects on the measurement 
of fluid intelligence. Intelligence, 28(2), 145–160. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-
2896(00)00034-9 
Carr, L. S. (1992). The development of a task-specific information processing battery and the 
detection of individual differences in resource dependent and resource independent process 
control tasks (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Akron, United States -- Ohio. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303991473/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/779 
Carreta, T. R., & Ree, M. J. (1998). Factor structure of the Air Force Officer Qualifying Test: 
Analysis and comparison. (No. AL/HR-TR-1997-0005). Brooks AFB, TX: Armstrong Lab 
Human Resources Directorate. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA353058 
Carretta, T. R. (1990). Basic Attributes Test (BAT): A preliminary comparison between Reserve 
Officer Training Corps (ROTC) and Officer Training School (OTS) Pilot Candidates (No. 
AFHRL-TR-89-50). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA224093 
Carretta, T. R. (2005). Development and validation of the Test of Basic Aviation Skills (TBAS). 
Wright-Patterson AFB, OH: Air Force Research Lab Human Effectiveness Directorate. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA442563 
 1349 
Carretta, T. R., & King, R. E. (2008). Improved military air traffic controller selection methods as 
measured by subsequent training performance. Aviation, Space, and Environmental Medicine, 
79(1), 36–43. https://doi.org/10.3357/ASEM.2166.2008 
Carretta, T. R., & Ree, M. J. (1995). Air force officer qualifying test validity for predicting pilot 
training performance. Journal of Business and Psychology, 9(4), 379–388. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02230977 
Carretta, T. R., & Ree, M. J. (1997). Cognitive and psychomotor abilities: A further investigation of 
their relationship. Brooks AFB, TX: Armstrong Lab Cognitive and Performance Division. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA339603 
Carretta, T. R., Ree, M. J., & Callister, J. D. (1999). Factor structure of the CogScreen-Aeronautical 
Edition test battery (No. AFRL-HE-AZ-TR-1998-0076). Mesa, AZ: Air Force Research Human 
Effectiveness Directorate. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA367696 
Carretta, T. R., Retzlaff, P. D., & King, R. E. (1997). A tale of two test batteries: A comparison of the 
Air Force Officer Qualifying Test and the Multidimensional Aptitude Battery. (No. AL/HR-TP-
1997-0052). Williams AFB, AZ: Armstrong Lab Human Resources Directorate. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA341174 
Carroll, J. B. (1941). A factor analysis of verbal abilities. Psychometrika, 6(5), 279–307. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288585 
Carson, A. D. (1996). Aptitudes across Holland’s types: Implications for school-based counselling. 
McGill Journal of Education / Revue Des Sciences de L’éducation de McGill, 31(3). Retrieved 
from http://mje.mcgill.ca/article/view/8319 
Case, H. W. (1947). Selection of aircraft engineering draftsmen and designers. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 31(6), 583–588. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0061295 
 1350 
Cassel, R. N., & Reier, G. W. (1971). Comparative analysis of concurrent and predictive validity for 
the GATB Clerical Aptitude Test Battery. The Journal of Psychology, 79(1), 135-140.  
Causse, M., Dehais, F., & Pastor, J. (2011). Executive functions and pilot characteristics predict flight 
simulator performance in general aviation pilots. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 
21(3), 217–234. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2011.582441 
Cerasoli, C. P. (2014). Performance = ability x motivation: Exploring untested moderators of a 
popular model (Doctoral Thesis). State University of New York at Albany, United States -- New 
York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1537057682/abstract/16CC17
2DC7CC40F1PQ/442 
Chamorro-Premuzic, T., & Furnham, A. (2008). Personality, intelligence and approaches to learning 
as predictors of academic performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 44(7), 1596–
1603. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.01.003 
Chamorro-Premuzic, T., Furnham, A., & Ackerman, P. L. (2006). Ability and personality correlates 
of general knowledge. Personality and Individual Differences, 41(3), 419–429. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.11.036 
Chan, D. (1996). Criterion and construct validation of an assessment centre. Journal of Occupational 
and Organizational Psychology, 69(2), 167–181. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8325.1996.tb00608.x 
Chan, D., Schmitt, N., Jennings, D., & Sheppard, L. (1999). Developing measures of basic job-
relevant english proficiency for the prediction of job performance and promotability. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 14(2), 305–318. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022199310071 
 1351 
Charness, N., Kelley, C. L., Bosman, E. A., & Mottram, M. (2001). Word-processing training and 
retraining: Effects of adult age, experience, and interface. Psychology and Aging, 16(1), 110. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.16.1.110 
Charupatanapong, N., & Richard, A. (1993). Predicting the academic performance of pharmacy 
students at a predominantly black institution. Journal of Pharmacy Teaching, 4(1), 21–33. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/J060v04n01_04 
Chen, C.-C., Chiu, I.-M., Smith, J., & Yamada, T. (2013). Too smart to be selfish? Measures of 
cognitive ability, social preferences, and consistency. Journal of Economic Behavior & 
Organization, 90, 112–122. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2013.03.032 
Chen, H. T.-M. (2010). Personality characteristics and multitasking-related assessments as 
supplemental predictors of A -School training performance and success among Naval Hospital 




Cheong, G. S. C. (1970). Relations among age, schooling, Differential Aptitude Test, and the ACER 
test. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 30(2), 479–482. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447003000236 
Chihara, T., & Oiler, J. W. (1978). Attitudes and attained proficiency in EFL: A sociolinguistic study 
of adult Japanese speakers. Language Learning, 28(1), 55–68. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
1770.1978.tb00304.x 
 1352 
Chissom, B. S., & Lanier, D. (1975). Prediction of first quarter freshman GPA using SAT scores and 
high school grades. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 35(2), 461–463. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447503500227 
Chuderski, A. (2013). When are fluid intelligence and working memory isomorphic and when are 
they not? Intelligence, 41(4), 244–262. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2013.04.003 
Chuderski, A. (2015). The broad factor of working memory is virtually isomorphic to fluid 
intelligence tested under time pressure. Personality and Individual Differences, 85, 98–104. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.04.046 
Chung, G. K. W. K., Nagashima, S. O., Espinosa, P. D., Berka, C., & Baker, E. L. (2009). The 
influence of cognitive and non-cognitive factors on the development of rifle marksmanship skills. 
CRESST Report 753. National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student 
Testing (CRESST). Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED507087 
Chung-Yan, G. A., Cronshaw, S. F., & Hausdorf, P. A. (2005). A criterion-related validation study of 
transit operators. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 13(2), 172–177. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-075X.2005.00311.x 
Clevenger, J., Pereira, G. M., Wiechmann, D., Schmitt, N., & Harvey, V. S. (2001). Incremental 
validity of situational judgment tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 410. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.410 
Coleman, W. (1953). An economical test battery for predicting freshmen engineering course grades. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 37(6), 465. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056294 
Collins, J. P., White, G. R., & Kennedy, J. A. (1995). Entry to medical school: An audit of traditional 
selection requirements. Medical Education, 29(1), 22–28. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2923.1995.tb02795.x 
 1353 
Colom, R., Flores-Mendoza, C., & Rebollo, I. (2003). Working memory and intelligence. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 34(1), 33–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00023-5 
Colonia-Willner, R. (1998). Practical intelligence at work: Relationship between aging and cognitive 
efficiency among managers in a bank environment. In Psychology and Aging (Vol. 13, p. 45). 
American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.13.1.45 
Connelly, M. S., Gilbert, J. A., Zaccaro, S. J., Threlfall, K. V., Marks, M. A., & Mumford, M. D. 
(2000). Exploring the relationship of leadership skills and knowledge to leader performance. The 
Leadership Quarterly, 11(1), 65–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00043-0 
Contreras, M. J., Martínez-Molina, A., & Santacreu, J. (2012). Do the sex differences play such an 
important role in explaining performance in spatial tasks? Personality and Individual 
Differences, 52(6), 659–663. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.12.010 
Converse, P. D., Oswald, F. L., Gillespie, M. A., Field, K. A., & Bizot, E. B. (2004). Matching 
individuals to occupations using abilities and the O*NET: Issues and an application in career 
guidance. Personnel Psychology, 57(2), 451–487. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2004.tb02497.x 
Conzelmann, K., & Goerke, P. (2015). Expert and target scoring: Their relation, corresponding test 
instructions, and their effects on the construct validity of the Video-Based Social Understanding 
Test (VSU). International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 23(1), 1–13. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12090 
Cook, G. A. (1931). The use of the Iowa Chemistry Aptitude Test in foretelling success in high school 
chemistry. Science Education, 16(1), 51–54. https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.3730160112 
Coombs, C. H. (1941). A factorial study of number ability. Psychometrika, 6(3), 161–189. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289271 
 1354 
Cooper, C. J. (1964). Some relationships between paired-associates learning and foreign-language 
aptitude. Journal of Educational Psychology, 55(3), 132. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044223 
Cooper, C., Kline, P., & Maclaurin-Jones, L. (1986). Inspection time and primary abilities. British 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 56(3), 304–308. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8279.1986.tb03043.x 
Corlett, D. J. (1969). A correlational analysis of study skills and attitudes, library skills, and reading 
skills with the academic success of education students at the University of Portland. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED036396 
Cory, C. H. (1976). A Comparison of the Job Performance and Attitudes of Category 4s and 1-3s in 
16 Navy Ratings (No. NPRDC-TR-76-35). San Diego: CAL: Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center.   
Cornelius, S. W., Willis, S. L., Nesselroade, J. R., & Baltes, P. B. (1983). Convergence between 
attention variables and factors of psychometric intelligence in older adults. Intelligence, 7(3), 
253–269. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-2896(83)90017-X 
Corter, H. M. (1952). Factor analysis of some reasoning tests. Psychological Monographs: General 
and Applied, 66(8), i. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093646 
Cory, C. H., Rimland, B., & Bryson, R. A. (1977). Using computerized tests to measure new 
dimensions of abilities: An exploratory study. Applied Psychological Measurement, 1(1), 101–
110. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662167700100116 
Cowan, D. K., Barrett, L. E., & Wegner, T. G. (1990). Air Force officer training school selection 
system validation (No. AFHRL-TR-89-65). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA225245 
 1355 
Cox, F. N. (1955). The prediction of success and failure in learning foreign languages. Australian 
Journal of Psychology, 7(1), 56–65. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049535508256097 
Cox, W. C., Persky, A., & Blalock, S. J. (2013). Correlation of the Health Sciences Reasoning Test 
with student admission variables. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 77(6), 118. 
https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe776118 
Coyle, T. R., & Pillow, D. R. (2008). SAT and ACT predict college GPA after removing g. 
Intelligence, 36(6), 719–729. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2008.05.001 
Coyle, T. R., Snyder, A. C., Richmond, M. C., & Little, M. (2015). SAT non-g residuals predict 
course specific GPAs: Support for investment theory. Intelligence, 51, 57–66. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2015.05.003 
Coyle, T., Snyder, A., Pillow, D., & Kochunov, P. (2011). SAT predicts GPA better for high ability 
subjects: Implications for Spearman’s Law of Diminishing Returns. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 50(4), 470–474. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.11.009 
Cozan, L. W. (1951). Industrial use of the Partington Pathways Test. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
35(2), 112. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054131 
Cravens, D. W. (1971). Predicting performance of information specialists. Journal of the American 
Society for Information Science, 22(1), 5–11. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.4630220103 
Crawford, M. L. (1966). Available tests and their use in research in vocational education. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED012623 
Creed, P. A., Conlon, E. G., & Dhaliwal, K. (2013). Revisiting the Academic Hardiness Scale 
revision and revalidation. Journal of Career Assessment, 21(4), 537–554. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072712475285 
 1356 
Cross-Validation of the General Aptitude Test Battery and Development of a Weighted Application 







Crumley, L. M., Pierce, L. G., Schwalm, R. C., Coke, J. S., & Brown, J. C. (1992). Predicting target 
detection performance using the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery subtests and 
cognitive factor tests (No. ARI-RN-92-56). Alexandria, VA: Army Research Institute for the 
Behavioral and Social Sciences. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA257851 
Cucina, J. M., Su, C., Busciglio, H. H., & Peyton, S. T. (2015). Something more than g: Meaningful 
Memory uniquely predicts training performance. Intelligence, 49, 192–206. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2015.01.007 
Culbertson, S. S., Huffcutt, A. I., & Goebl, A. P. (2013). Introduction and empirical assessment of 
executive functioning as a predictor of job performance. PsyCh Journal, 2(2), 75–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.20 
Cummins, D. E., & Arkava, M. L. (1979). Predicting posteducational job performance of BSW 
graduates. Social Work Research and Abstracts, 15(1), 33–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/swra/15.1.33 
 1357 
Curry, J. L. (1988). The relationship of intellectual ability and psychomotor skills to the academic 
achievement of bilingual students. Retrieved from 
http://arizona.openrepository.com/arizona/handle/10150/184568 
Czaja, S. J., Sharit, J., Ownby, R., Roth, D. L., & Nair, S. (2001). Examining age differences in 
performance of a complex information search and retrieval task. Psychology and Aging, 16(4), 
564. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.16.4.564 
Dixon, D. (2012). Prediction of osteopathic medical school performance on the basis of MCAT score, 
GPA, sex, undergraduate major, and undergraduate institution. The Journal of the American 
Osteopathic Association, 112(4), 175–181. 
Daley, L. K., Kirkpatrick, B. L., Frazier, S. K., Chung, M. L., & Moser, D. K. (2003). Predictors of 
NCLEX-RN success in a baccalaureate nursing program as a foundation for remediation. 
Journal of Nursing Education, 42(9), 390–398. https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-20030901-05 
Dang, C.-P., Braeken, J., Ferrer, E., & Liu, C. (2012). Unitary or non-unitary nature of working 
memory? Evidence from its relation to general fluid and crystallized intelligence. Intelligence, 
40(5), 499–508. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2012.05.002 
Danner, D., Hagemann, D., Schankin, A., Hager, M., & Funke, J. (2011). Beyond IQ: A latent state-
trait analysis of general intelligence, dynamic decision making, and implicit learning. 
Intelligence, 39(5), 323–334. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2011.06.004 
Danthiir, V., Wilhelm, O., Schulze, R., & Roberts, R. D. (2005). Factor structure and validity of 
paper-and-pencil measures of mental speed: Evidence for a higher-order model? Intelligence, 
33(5), 491–514. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2005.03.003 
 1358 
Davidson, W. M., & Carroll, J. B. (1945). Speed and level components in time-limit scores: A factor 
analysis. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 5(4), 411–427. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316444500500408 
Davis, F. B. (1944). Fundamental factors of comprehension in reading. Psychometrika, 9(3), 185–197. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288722 
Day, E. A., Arthur Jr., W., & Gettman, D. (2001). Knowledge structures and the acquisition of a 
complex skill. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(5), 1022. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.86.5.1022 
Dayan, K., Kasten, R., & Fox, S. (2002). Entry-level police candidate assessment center: An efficient 
tool or a hammer to kill a fly? Personnel Psychology, 55(4), 827–849. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00131.x 
De Beer, M. (2011). The role of the Learning Potential Computerized Adaptive Test (LPCAT) in the 
vocational guidance assessment of adolescents. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/5329 
De Beer, M., Nzama, L., & Visser, D. (2008). Predicting work performance through selection 
interview ratings and psychological assessment. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/126 
Deadrick, D. L., Bennett, N., & Russell, C. J. (1997). Using hierarchical linear modeling to examine 
dynamic performance criteria over time. Journal of Management, 23(6), 745–757. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(97)90027-1 
Deary, I. J., Whiteman, M. C., Starr, J. M., Whalley, L. J., & Fox, H. C. (2004). The impact of 
childhood intelligence on later life: Following up the Scottish Mental Surveys of 1932 and 1947. 
 1359 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(1), 130. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.86.1.130 
De Soete, B., Lievens, F., Oostrom, J., & Westerveld, L. (2013). Alternative predictors for dealing 
with the diversity–validity dilemma in personnel selection: The constructed response multimedia 
test. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 21(3), 239–250. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12034 
Decker, S. L. (2010). Tactile measures in the structure of intelligence. Canadian Journal of 
Experimental Psychology/Revue Canadienne de Psychologie Expérimentale, 64(1), 53. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015845 
DeJoy, D. M., Searcy, C. A., Murphy, L. R., & Gershon, R. R. M. (2000). Behavior–diagnostic 
analysis of compliance with universal precautions among nurses. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 5(1), 127. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.127 
Delbridge, K. A. (2000). Individual differences in multi-tasking ability:  Exploring a nomological 
network (Doctoral Thesis). Michigan State University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/230681673/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/409 
Delery, J. E., Wright, P. M., McArthur, K., & Anderson, D. C. (1994). Cognitive ability tests and the 
situational interview: A test of incremental validity. International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 2(1), 53–58. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.1994.tb00129.x 
Della Rocco, P. S., Milburn, N., & Mertens, H. W. (1992). Comparison of Performance on the 
Shipley Institute of Living Scale, Air Traffic Control Specialist Selection Test, and FAA Academy 
Screen. 
 1360 
Denton, J. C., & Taylor, C. W. (1955). A factor analysis of mental abilities and personality traits. 
Psychometrika, 20(1), 75–81. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288962 
Diamond, S. (1947). The Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scales and certain vocational aptitude tests. 
Journal of Psychology; Provincetown, Mass., Etc., 23, 279–282. 
Dicken, C. (1969). Predicting the success of Peace Corps community development workers. Journal 
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 33(5), 597. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0028325 
Diessner, R. (1985). The criterion-related validity of the academic ability scale of the Armed Forces 
Vocational Aptitude Battery for a sample of American Indian students. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 45(2), 411–413. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448504500228 
Dijkman, J. (2009, December). Intelligence, motivation and personality as predictors of training 
performance in the South African Army Armour Corps (Thesis). Stellenbosch : University of 
Stellenbosch. Retrieved from http://scholar.sun.ac.za/handle/10019.1/2917 
Dilchert, S., Ones, D. S., Davis, R. D., & Rostow, C. D. (2007). Cognitive ability predicts objectively 
measured counterproductive work behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(6). 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.616 
Dillon, R. F., & Wisher, R. A. (1981). The predictive validity of eye movement indices for technical 
school qualifying test performance. Applied Psychological Measurement, 5(1), 43–49. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168100500106 
Dobson, P. (2000). An investigation into the relationship between Neuroticism, Extraversion and 
cognitive test performance in selection. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 8(3), 
99–109. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00140 
Dodd, N. G., & Ganster, D. C. (1996). The interactive effects of variety, autonomy, and feedback on 
attitudes and performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17(4), 329–347. 
 1361 
D’Oliveira, T. C. (2004). Dynamic spatial ability: An exploratory analysis and a confirmatory study. 
International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 14(1), 19–38. 
Dolke, A. M. (1978). GATB - Aptitude structure and norms for general working population and 




Dollinger, S. J. (2007). Creativity and conservatism. Personality and Individual Differences, 43(5), 
1025–1035. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.02.023 
Dolph, B. (2012). Competing tasks as measures of intelligence and predictors of job performance 
(Doctoral Thesis). Retrieved November 15, 2016, from https://eprints.usq.edu.au/23630/ 
Domino, G. (1964). Comparison of the D 48, Cattell Culture Fair, and Army Beta Tests in a sample of 
college males. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 28(5), 468. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040964 
Doolittle, A. E. (1976). A validation of tests for selection of office workers at Western Michigan 




Doppelt, J. E., & Seashore, H. G. (1959). Psychological testing in correctional institutions. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 6(1), 81. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044574 
Dorsey, D. W., Campbell, G. E., Foster, L. L., & Miles, D. E. (1999). Assessing knowledge 
structures: Relations with experience and posttraining performance. Human Performance, 12(1), 
31–57. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1201_2 
 1362 
Downey, L. A., Lee, B., & Stough, C. (2011). Recruitment consultant revenue: Relationships with IQ, 
personality, and emotional intelligence. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
19(3), 280–286. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2011.00557.x 
Drasgow, F., Nye, C. D., Carretta, T. R., & Ree, M. J. (2010). Factor structure of the Air Force 
Officer Qualifying Test Form S: Analysis and comparison with previous forms. Military 
Psychology, 22(1), 68–85. https://doi.org/10.1080/08995600903249255 
Droege, R. C. (1968). GATB aptitude intercorrelations of ninth and twelfth graders: A study in 
organization of mental abilities. The Personnel and Guidance Journal, 46(7), 668–672. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4918.1968.tb03585.x 
Drumhiller, M. F., & Schwanenflugel, P. J. (2013). Influence of native language vocabulary and topic 
knowledge on foreign language vocabulary learning in health care providers. SAGE Open, 3(2), 
2158244013487913. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244013487913 
DuBois, C. L., Sackett, P. R., Zedeck, S., & Fogli, L. (1993). Further exploration of typical and 
maximum performance criteria: Definitional issues, prediction, and White-Black differences. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(2), 205. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.2.205 
DuBois, D. A. (2002). The meaning and measurement of job knowledge (Doctoral Thesis). University 
of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/276793803/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/416 
Dudek, F. J. (1948). The dependence of factorial composition of aptitude tests upon population 
differences among pilot trainees. I. The isolation of factors. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 8(4), 613–633. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316444800800407 
 1363 
Dudley, N. M. (2005). Do knowledge and skills matter? Their incremental validity above and beyond 
traits, motives, and job attitudes in the prediction of helping (Doctoral Thesis). George Mason 
University, United States -- Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305365344/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/524 
Duesbury, R. T., & O’Neil Jr., H. F. (1996). Effect of type of practice in a computer-aided design 
environment in visualizing three-dimensional objects from two-dimensional orthographic 
projections. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(3), 249. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.81.3.249 
Duke, A. P., & Ree, M. J. (1996). Better candidates fly fewer training hours: Another time testing 
pays off. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 4(3), 115–121. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.1996.tb00068.x 
Dulsky, S. G., & Krout, M. H. (1950). Predicting promotion potential on the basis of psychological 
tests. Personnel Psychology, 3(3), 345–351. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1950.tb01708.x 
Eberley, R. E. (1969). The General Aptitude Test Battery as a predictor of junior college achievement. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED031249 
Edgerton, H. A., Fbnberg, M. R., & Thomson, K. F. (1957). Prediction of the “human relations” 
effectiveness of industrial supervisors. Personnel Psychology, 10(4), 421–430. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1957.tb01614.x 
Edwards, W. R., & Schleicher, D. J. (2004). On selecting psychology graduate students: Validity 
evidence for a test of tacit knowledge. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(3), 592–602. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.3.592 
 1364 
Elliott, R., & Strenta, A. C. (1988). Effects of improving the reliability of the GPA on prediction 
generally and on comparative predictions for gender and race particularly. Journal of 
Educational Measurement, 25(4), 333–347. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.1988.tb00312.x 
Ellison, M. L., & Edgerton, H. A. (1941). The Thurstone Primary Mental Abilities Tests and college 
marks. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1(1), 399–403. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316444100100132 
El-Sharkawy, M. K. L., & Lee, D. M. (1965). A study of some contributions of the Morrisby 
Differential Test Battery to vocational selection. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 
35(2), 223–241. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.1965.tb01806.x 
Elton, C. F., & Morris, D. (1956). The use of the D.A.T. in a small liberal arts college. The Journal of 
Educational Research, 50(2), 139–143. 
Escorial, S., Juan-Espinosa, M., Garcı&#x0301;a, L. F., Rebollo, I., & Colom, R. (2003). Does g 
variance change in adulthood? Testing the age de-differentiation hypothesis across sex. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 34(8), 1525–1532. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-
8869(02)00133-2 
Evans, P., & Wen, F. (2007). Does the Medical College Admission Test predict global academic 
performance in osteopathic medical school? The Journal of the American Osteopathic 
Association, 157–162. 
Farsides, T., & Woodfield, R. (2003). Individual differences and undergraduate academic success: the 
roles of personality, intelligence, and application. Personality and Individual Differences, 34(7), 
1225–1243. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00111-3 
Faulds, B. (1959). The perception of pitch in music. NJ: Princeton Univ.. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0216410 
 1365 
Federico, P.A. (1985). Computer-managed instruction: Crystallized and fluid intelligence. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED264278 
Federico, P.-A. (1986). Crystallized and fluid intelligence in a “new” instructional situation. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 11(1), 33–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-
476X(86)90011-1 
Federico, P.A., & Landis, D. B. (1980). Relationships among selected measures of cognitive styles, 
abilities, and aptitudes. Interim report, January 1979 through June 1979. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED190060 
Feild, H. S., Bayley, G. A., & Bayley, S. M. (1977). Employment test validation for minority and 
nonminority production workers. Personnel Psychology, 30(1), 37–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1977.tb02319.x 
Fein, E. C., & Day, E. A. (2004). The PASS theory of intelligence and the acquisition of a complex 
skill: a criterion-related validation study of Cognitive Assessment System scores. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 37(6), 1123–1136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.11.017 
Ference, L. W. (1970). Dental student selection through handwriting analysis (Doctoral Thesis). 
University of Southern California, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/302550498/citation/34F344D
4EFFA4DBBPQ/1478 
Fernandes, K. (1978). An information processing approach to performance assessment: II. An 
investigation of encoding and retrieval processes in memory. Technical Report No. 2, November 
16, 1977 through November 30, 1978. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=72&id=ED171761 
 1366 
Field, K. A. (1998). Assessment and application of psychomotor abilities using a new computerized 




Fields, A. W., & Shelton, A. L. (2006). Individual skill differences and large-scale environmental 
learning. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 32(3), 506–
515. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.32.3.506 
Findley, W. G., & Andregg, N. B. (1949). A statistical critique of the USAFI tests of general 
educational development. Psychometrika, 14(1), 47–60. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02290140 
Fischl, M. A., Ross, R. M., & Kaczmarek, J. (1976). Comparability of Navy Electronics Technician 
Selection Test and certain Army classification battery measures (No. ARI-RM-76-1). 
Alexandria, VA: Army Research Inst. for the Behavioral and Social Sciences. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA076804 
Fischl, M. A., Ross, R. M., & McBride, J. R. (1979). Development of factorially based ASVAB high 
school composites (No. ARI-TP-360). Alexandria, VA: Army Research Inst. for the Behavioral 
and Social Sciences. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA072315 
Fleishman, E. A. (1958). Dimensional analysis of movement reactions. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology, 55(5), 438–453. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040511 
Fleishman, E. A., & Ellison, G. D. (1962). A factor analysis of fine manipulative tests. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 46(2), 96–105. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0038499 
 1367 
Fleishman, E. A., & Hempel, W. E. (1954). Changes in factor structure of a complex psychomotor 
test as a function of practice. Psychometrika, 19(3), 239–252. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289188 
Fleishman, E. A., Roberts, M. M., & Friedman, M. P. (1958). A factor analysis of aptitude and 
proficiency measures in radiotelegraphy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 42(2), 129. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040730 
Fleishman, J. J., & Dusek, E. R. (1971). Reliability and learning factors associated with cognitive 
tests. Psychological Reports, 29(2), 523–530. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1971.29.2.523 
Fletcher, J. M., Marks, A. D. G., & Hine, D. W. (2011). Working memory capacity and cognitive 
styles in decision-making. Personality and Individual Differences, 50(7), 1136–1141. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.02.002 
Florko, L. (2010). Examining coaching and retest effects on aptitude tests. Retrieved from 
http://library2.smu.ca/handle/01/23227 
Flotman, A.-P. (2002). The predictive validity of the selection battery for trainee pilots in the South 
African Air Force. Retrieved from http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/785 
Fogarty, G. (1987). Timesharing in relation to broad ability domains. Intelligence, 11(3), 207–231. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-2896(87)90007-9 
Foti, R. J., & Hauenstein, N. M. A. (2007). Pattern and variable approaches in leadership emergence 
and effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology (92). https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.92.2.347 
Frankfeldt, E. (1970a). Comparison of ACB and ASVAB clerical tests for use in the Army 
Qualification Battery (No. BESRL-RM-70-6). Arlington, VA: Army Behavioral and Systems 
Research Lab. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA079349 
 1368 
Frankfeldt, E. (1970b). Use of the Army Classification Battery for counseling and assignment to non-
Army training (No. BESRL-RM-70-2). Arlington, VA: Army Behavioral and Systems Research 
Lab. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA079345 
Franklin, G., Griffin, R., & Perry, N. (1994). Effects of cooperative tutoring on academic 
performance. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 23(1), 13–25. 
https://doi.org/10.2190/YEQT-UVF0-E1Q2-95RV 
Frederickson, N., & Petrides, K. V. (2008). Ethnic, gender, and socio-economic group differences in 
academic performance and secondary school selection: A longitudinal analysis. Learning and 
Individual Differences, 18(2), 144–151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2005.09.001 
Frederiksen, J. R. (1965). The role of cognitive factors in the recognition of ambiguous visual stimuli 
(No. RB-65-23). NJ: Princeton Univ. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0473580 
Freeberg, N. E., & Reilly, R. G. (1972). Validation of a test battery for youth-work training program 
enrollees. Research memorandum. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED069730 
French, J. W. (1952). Validation of the practical judgment and directed memory experimental sections 
of one form of the Law School Admission Test. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1952(1), i-6. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1952.tb00030.x 
French, J. W. (1957). The factorial invariance of pure-factor tests. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 48(2), 93–109. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044181 
French, J. W. (1959). Comparative prediction of success and satisfaction in college major fields. ETS 
Research Bulletin Series, 1959(2), i-58. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1959.tb00094.x 
 1369 
French, J. W. (1963). The validity of new tests for the performance of college students with high-level 
aptitude. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1963(1), i-49. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.1963.tb00119.x 
French, J. W. (1954). The validity of some objective personality tests for a leadership criterion. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 14(1), 34-49. 
Frey, M. C., & Detterman, D. K. (2004). Scholastic assessment or g? The relationship between the 
Scholastic Assessment Test and general cognitive ability. Psychological Science, 15(6), 373–
378. 
Fruchter, B. (1952). Orthogonal and oblique solutions of a battery of aptitude, achievement and 
background variables. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 12(1), 20–38. 
Fryer, L. K. (2015). Predicting self-concept, interest and achievement for first-year students: The 
seeds of lifelong learning. Learning and Individual Differences, 38, 107–114. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.01.007 
Fu, Y. (2012). The effectiveness of traditional admissions criteria in predicting college and graduate 
success for American and international students. Retrieved from 
http://arizona.openrepository.com/arizona/handle/10150/217056 
Furnham, A., & Bachtiar, V. (2008). Personality and intelligence as predictors of creativity. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 45(7), 613–617. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.06.023 
Furnham, A., & Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2004). Personality, intelligence, and art. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 36(3), 705–715. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(03)00128-4 
Furnham, A., & Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2006). Personality, intelligence and general knowledge. 
Learning and Individual Differences, 16(1), 79–90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2005.07.002 
 1370 
Furnham, A., & Monsen, J. (2009). Personality traits and intelligence predict academic school grades. 
Learning and Individual Differences, 19(1), 28–33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.02.001 
Furnham, A., Monsen, J., & Ahmetoglu, G. (2009). Typical intellectual engagement, Big Five 
personality traits, approaches to learning and cognitive ability predictors of academic 
performance. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 79(4), 769–782. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/978185409X412147 
Furnham, A., & Nederstrom, M. (2010). Ability, demographic and personality predictors of creativity. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 48(8), 957–961. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.02.030 
Furnham, A., Rawles, R., & Iqbal, S. (2006). Personality, intelligence and proof-reading. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 41(8), 1457–1467. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.04.025 
Gansky, S. A., Pritchard, H., Kahl, E., Mendoza, D., Bird, W., Miller, A. J., & Graham, D. (2004). 
Reliability and validity of a manual dexterity test to predict preclinical grades. Journal of Dental 
Education, 68(9), 985–994. 
Garden, D. E. (1961). A study of the relationship between clerical productivity and certain items of 
personnel information (Master’s Thesis). University of Nebraska at Omaha, United States -- 
Nebraska. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1696072861/abstract/B396A
2FA0D4B4B6BPQ/1335 
Gardner, D. G., & Deadrick, D. L. (2012). Moderation of selection procedure validity by employee 
race. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 27(4), 365–382. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941211220180 
 1371 
Gardner, R. C., & Lambert, W. E. (1965). Language aptitude, intelligence, and second-language 
achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 56(4), 191. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022400 
Garton, B. L., Dyer, J. E., King, B. O., & Ball, A. L. (2000). Predicting college agriculture students’ 
academic performance and retention: A trend study. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED462292 
Gavurin, E. I. (1972). Anagram solving and SAT performance. The Journal of Psychology, 81(2), 
281–283. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1972.9916950 
Gehrlein, T. M. (1990). Issues in selection interview validity research (Master’s Thesis). Rice 
University, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/194123470/abstract/9662784
FE9A6452EPQ/1114 
Gellatly, I. R., Paunonen, S. V., Meyer, J. P., Jackson, D. N., & Goffin, R. D. (1991). Personality, 
vocational interest, and cognitive predictors of managerial job performance and satisfaction. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 12(3), 221–231. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-
8869(91)90108-N 
Gershon, A. (1962). A study of factor-unique tests selected from the structure of intellect as predictors 
of managerial success in civil service (Master’s Thesis). University of Southern California, 
United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1647738045/abstract/90F4BF
8E4C674139PQ/2712 
Ghosh, K., Motowidlo, S. J., & Nath, S. (2015). Technical knowledge, prosocial knowledge, and 
clinical performance of Indian Medical Students. International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 23(1), 59–70. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12095 
 1372 
Gilbert, G. E., Basco, W. T., Blue, A. V., & O’Sullivan, P. S. (2002). Predictive validity of the 
Medical College Admissions Test writing sample for the United States Medical Licensing 
Examination Steps 1 and 2. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 7(3), 191–200. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021110132214 
Givner, N. (1978). New and old MCAT: A preliminary comparison. Evaluation and the Health 
Professions. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=74&id=EJ189692 
Glaser, R. (1951). Predicting achievement in medical school. Journal of Applied Psychology, 35(4), 
272. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054881 
Glomb, T. M. (1997). Air Force Officer Qualifying Test (AFOQT): Forms Q development, 
preliminary equating and operational equating (No. AL/HR-TP-1996-0036). Brooks AFB, TX: 
Armstrong Lab Human Resources Directorate. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA328837 
Gnambs, T., Appel, M., & Kaspar, K. (2015). The effect of the color red on encoding and retrieval of 
declarative knowledge. Learning and Individual Differences, 42, 90–96. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.07.017 
Goldman, R. D., & Hewitt, B. N. (1975). An investigation of test bias for Mexican-American college 
students. Journal of Educational Measurement, 12(3), 187–196. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-
3984.1975.tb01021.x 
Goldman, R. D., & Richards, R. (1974). The SAT prediction of grades for Mexican-American versus 
Anglo-American students at the University of California, Riverside. Journal of Educational 
Measurement, 11(2), 129–135. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.1974.tb00983.x 
 1373 
Gollub, L. R. (1992). Validity of a pre-employment physical ability test for predicting industrial 
injuries (Doctoral Thesis). University of Houston, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303995733/abstract/9662784
FE9A6452EPQ/1112 
Gomez, L. M., Egan, D. E., & Bowers, C. (1986). Learning to use a text editor: Some learner 
characteristics that predict success. Human-Computer Interaction, 2(1), 1. 
Gonzalez, C., Thomas, R. P., & Vanyukov, P. (2005). The relationships between cognitive ability and 
dynamic decision making. Intelligence, 33(2), 169–186. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2004.10.002 
Good, D. (2014). Predicting real-time adaptive performance in a dynamic decision-making context. 
Retrieved December 8, 2016, from /core/journals/journal-of-management-and-
organization/article/div-classtitlepredicting-real-time-adaptive-performance-in-a-dynamic-
decision-making-contextdiv/C1398F8195C180967F3DC2CFA1F5E275 
Goolsby, T. M. (1968). Law school selection and performance and subsequent admission to legal 
practice. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 28(2), 421–426. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446802800222 
Gopher, D. (1982). A selective attention test as a predictor of success in flight training. Human 
Factors, 24(2), 173–183. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872088202400203 
Gorham, G. (1947). Studies in pilot selection: I. The prediction of success in learning to fly light 
aircraft. Psychological Monographs, 61(5), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093593 
Gough, H. G. (1976). Studying creativity by means of word association tests. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 61(3), 348–353. 
 1374 
Gough, H. G. (1978). Some predictive implications of premedical scientific competence and 
preferences. Journal of Medical Education, 53(4), 291-300. 
Gould, B. R. (1978). Air Force Officer Qualifying Test Form N: Development and standardization. 
(No. AFHRL-TR-78-43). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA059746 
Grand, J. A., Ryan, A. M., Schmitt, N., & Hmurovic, J. (2010). How far does stereotype threat reach? 
The potential detriment of face validity in cognitive ability testing. Human Performance, 24(1), 
1–28. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2010.518184 
Grant, D. L., & Bray, D. W. (1970). Validation of employment tests for telephone company 
installation and repair occupations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 54(1p1), 7. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0028648 
Graves, J. G. (1999). Emotional intelligence and cognitive ability: Predicting performance in job-
simulated activities (Doctoral Thesis). California School of Professional Psychology - San 
Diego, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304547840/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/2 
Greene, R. R. (1947). Studies in pilot selection: II. The ability to perceive and react differentially to 
configurational changes as related to the piloting of light aircraft. Psychological Monographs, 
61(5), 18–29. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093596 
Greener, J. M., & Osburn, H. G. (1979). An empirical study of the accuracy of corrections for 
restriction in range due to explicit selection. Applied Psychological Measurement, 3(1), 31–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662167900300104 
 1375 
Greenmun, R., & Others, A. (1968). An investigation of test variables potentially useful to the 
Washington Pre-College Testing Program for community college subject fields. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED026046 
Gregory, T., Nettelbeck, T., & Wilson, C. (2010). Openness to experience, intelligence, and 
successful ageing. Personality and Individual Differences, 48(8), 895–899. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.02.017 
Griffin, B. (2014). The ability to identify criteria: its relationship with social understanding, 
preparation, and impression management in affecting predictor performance in a high-stakes 
selection context. Human Performance, 27(2), 147–164. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2014.882927 
Griffin, B., Carless, S., & Wilson, I. (2013a). The effect of commercial coaching on selection test 
performance. Medical Teacher, 35(4), 295–300. https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2012.746451 
Griffin, B., Carless, S., & Wilson, I. (2013b). The Undergraduate Medical and Health Sciences 
Admissions Test: What is it measuring? Medical Teacher, 35(9), 727–730. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2013.801945 
Griffin, G. R., & McBride, D. K. (1986). Multitask performance: Predicting success in Naval aviation 
primary flight training. 
Grigorenko, E. L., Meier, E., Lipka, J., Mohatt, G., Yanez, E., & Sternberg, R. J. (2004). Academic 
and practical intelligence: A case study of the Yup’ik in Alaska. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 14(4), 183–207. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2004.02.002 
Grimaldi, J., Loveless, E., Hennessy, J., & Prior, J. (1971). Factor analysis of 1970-71 version of the 
Comparative Guidance and Placement Battery. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
31(4), 959–963. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447103100420 
 1376 
Grimsley, G., & Jarrett, H. F. (1973). The relation of past managerial achievement to test measures 
obtained in the employment situation: Methodology and results-I. Personnel Psychology, 26(1), 
31–48. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1973.tb01115.x 
Grimsley, G., & Jarrett, H. F. (1975). The relation of past managerial achievement to test measures 
obtained in the employment situation: Methodology and results‐II. Personnel Psychology, 28(2), 
215–231. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1975.tb01382.x 
Groenier, M., Schraagen, J. M. C., Miedema, H. a. T., & Broeders, I. a. J. M. (2014). The role of 
cognitive abilities in laparoscopic simulator training. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 
19(2), 203–217. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-013-9455-7 
Grube, J. A. (2000). The predictive ability of the Allied Health Aptitude Test and selected 
characteristics upon success on certification examinations in allied health. The Ohio State 
University. Retrieved from 
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/pg_10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:osu1419261632 
Guilford, J. P., Fruchter, B., & Zimmerman, W. S. (1952). Factor analysis of the Army Air Force’s 
Sheppard Field Battery of experimental aptitude tests. Psychometrika, 17(1), 45–68. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288795 
Gumban, R., & Iledan, B. (1972). Some predictive validities of the college entrance test based on a 
relatively homogeneous group of schools. Retrieved from 
http://lynchlibrary.pssc.org.ph:8081/handle/0/4308 
Goodman, C. H. (1946). The MacQuarrie Test for Mechanical Ability: I. Selecting radio assembly 
operators. Journal of Applied Psychology, 30(6), 586–595. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0063261 
 1377 
Haavisto, M.-L., & Lehto, J. E. (2005). Fluid/spatial and crystallized intelligence in relation to 
domain-specific working memory: A latent-variable approach. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 15(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2004.04.002 
Haciomeroglu, E. S. (2016). Object-spatial visualization and verbal cognitive styles, and their relation 
to cognitive abilities and mathematical performance. Educational Sciences: Theory and Practice, 
16(3), 987–1003. 
Haciomeroglu, E. S., Chicken, E., & Dixon, J. K. (2013). Relationships between gender, cognitive 
ability, preference, and calculus performance. Mathematical Thinking and Learning, 15(3), 175–
189. https://doi.org/10.1080/10986065.2013.794255 
Hackett, G., Betz, N. E., Manuel, J., & Rocha-Singh, I. A. (1992). Gender, ethnicity, and social 
cognitive factors predicting the academic achievement of students in engineering. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 39(4), 527–538. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.39.4.527 
Hadley, C. N., Pittinsky, T. L., Sommer, S. A., & Zhu, W. (2011). Measuring the efficacy of leaders 
to assess information and make decisions in a crisis: The C-LEAD scale. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 22(4), 633–648. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.005 
Hakstian, A. R., & Bennet, R. W. (1978). Validity studies using the Comprehensive Ability Battery 
(CAB): II. Relationships with the DAT and GATB. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 38(4), 1003–1015. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447803800419 
Hakstian, A. R., & Cattell, R. B. (1978). Higher-stratum ability structures on a basis of twenty 
primary abilities. Journal of Educational Psychology, 70(5), 657. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.70.5.657 
 1378 
Hakstian, A. R., & Woolsey, L. K. (1985). Validity studies using the Comprehensive Ability Battery 
(CAB): IV. predicting achievement at the university level. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 45(2), 329–341. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448504500218 
Haldemann, J., Stauffer, C., Troche, S., & Rammsayer, T. (2012). Performance on auditory and visual 
temporal information processing is related to psychometric intelligence. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 52(1), 9–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.08.032 
Hall, R. S. (1970). The construction of a selection battery for programmers adapted to south african 
conditions. In Proceedings of the Eighth Annual SIGCPR Conference (pp. 108–118). New York, 
NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/800162.805175 
Halpern, D. F., & Wai, J. (2007). The world of competitive Scrabble: Novice and expert differences 
in visuopatial and verbal abilities. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 13(2), 79. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.13.2.79 
Hambrick, D. Z. (2003). Why are some people more knowledgeable than others? A longitudinal study 
of knowledge acquisition. Memory & Cognition, 31(6), 902–917. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196444 
Hambrick, D. Z., Meinz, E. J., & Oswald, F. L. (2007). Individual differences in current events 
knowledge: Contributions of ability, personality, and interests. Memory & Cognition, 35(2), 
304–316. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193451 
Hambrick, D. Z., Oswald, F. L., Darowski, E. S., Rench, T. A., & Brou, R. (2010). Predictors of 
multitasking performance in a synthetic work paradigm. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 24(8), 
1149–1167. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1624 
 1379 
Hambrick, D. Z., Rench, T. A., Poposki, E. M., Darowski, E. S., Roland, D., Bearden, R. M., … Brou, 
R. (2011). The relationship between the ASVAB and multitasking in Navy sailors: A process-
specific approach. Military Psychology, 23(4), 365–380. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0094762 
Hammond, K. L. ., Cook-Wallace, M. K. ., Moser, E. R. ., & Harrigan, R. L. . (2015). Traditional 
MBA admissions criteria and graduate school success: The importance of GMAT scores and 
undergraduate GPA as predictors of graduate business school performance. Academy of 
Educational Leadership Journal, 19(2), 67–76. 
Hanisch, K. A., & Hulin, C. L. (1993). What changes occur during complex skill acquisition? 
Hanners, E. F., & Bishop, T. D. (1975). Predicting success in vocational training by using the GATB. 
Journal of Employment Counseling, 12(2), 59–65. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-
1920.1975.tb01055.x 
Hannon, B. (2012). Test anxiety and performance-avoidance goals explain gender differences in 
SAT-V, SAT-M, and overall SAT scores. Personality and Individual Differences, 53(7), 816–
820. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.06.003 
Hannon, B. (2014). Are there gender differences in the cognitive components of adult reading 
comprehension? Learning and Individual Differences, 32, 69–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2014.03.017 
Hannon, B., & Daneman, M. (2014). Revisiting the construct of “relational integration” and its role in 
accounting for general intelligence: The importance of knowledge integration. Intelligence, 47, 
175–187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2014.09.010 
Hansen, C. P. (1989). A causal model of the relationship among accidents, biodata, personality, and 
cognitive factors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(1), 81–90. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.74.1.81 
 1380 
Hardison, C. M. (2005). Construct validity of assessment center overall ratings: An investigation of 
relationships with and incremental criterion related validity over Big 5 personality traits and 




Harley, P. A. (1971). Using high school records to predict success in architecture school (Thesis). 
Texas Tech University. Retrieved from https://ttu-ir.tdl.org/ttu-ir/handle/2346/14615 
Harrell, W. (1940). A factor analysis of mechanical ability tests. Psychometrika, 5(1), 17–33. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288557 
Harrison, T. L., Shipstead, Z., & Engle, R. W. (2015). Why is working memory capacity related to 
matrix reasoning tasks? Memory & Cognition, 43(3), 389–396. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13421-
014-0473-3 
Hartog, J., Van Praag, M., & Van Der Sluis, J. (2010). If you are so smart, why aren’t you an 
entrepreneur? Returns to cognitive and social ability: Entrepreneurs versus employees. Journal 
of Economics & Management Strategy, 19(4), 947–989. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-
9134.2010.00274.x 
Hattrup, K., Schmitt, N., & Landis, R. S. (1992). Equivalence of constructs measured by job-specific 
and commercially available aptitude tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77(3), 298–308. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.3.298 
Hausknecht, J. P., Trevor, C. O., & Farr, J. L. (2002). Retaking ability tests in a selection setting: 
Implications for practice effects, training performance, and turnover. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 87(2), 243. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.243 
 1381 
Hawes, S. R. (2000). A comparison of biodata, ability, and a conditional reasoning test as predictors 
of reliable behavior in the workplace (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Tennessee, United 
States -- Tennessee. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304619882/abstract/DB3B00
91FB9A4AA3PQ/345 
Hegarty, M., Keehner, M., Khooshabeh, P., & Montello, D. R. (2009). How spatial abilities enhance, 
and are enhanced by, dental education. Learning and Individual Differences, 19(1), 61–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.006 
Hegarty, M., Montello, D. R., Richardson, A. E., Ishikawa, T., & Lovelace, K. (2006). Spatial 
abilities at different scales: Individual differences in aptitude-test performance and spatial-layout 
learning. Intelligence, 34(2), 151–176. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2005.09.005 
Heil, M. C. (1998). Air traffic control specialist age and cognitive test performance. Oklahoma City, 
OK: Federal Aviation Adminsitration Aeromedical Inst. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA368670 
Heinsman, H., De Hoogh, A. H. B., Koopman, P. L., & Van Muijen, J. J. (2007). Competencies 
through the eyes of psychologists: A closer look at assessing competencies. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 15(4), 412–427. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2389.2007.00400.x 
Held, J. D. (1995). Validation of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) and the 
English Diagnostic Test (EDT) for the basic journalist (JO) class “A” school. (No. NPRDC-TN-
96-8). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA302548 
 1382 
Held, J. D., & Foley, P. P. (1991). Validation study of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) selector composites: Gas turbine system technician rating, electrical (GSE) and 
mechanical (GSM), for 4- and 6-year obligor programs (No. NPRDC-TR-92-5). San Diego, CA: 
Navy Personnel Research and Development Center. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA244782 
Held, J. D., & Monzon, R. I. (1991). Validation study of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) selector composites: Operations control (OA) occupational group (No. NPRDC-TR-
92-4). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA245012 
Henneman, R. L., & Rouse, W. B. (1984). Measures of human problem solving performance in fault 
diagnosis tasks. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, SMC-14(1), 99–112. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/TSMC.1984.6313272 
Hennessy, J. J., & Merrifield, P. R. (1976). A comparison of the factor structures of mental abilities in 
four ethnic groups. Journal of Educational Psychology, 68(6), 754.  
Herniman, D. (2013). Investigating predictors of Primary Flight Training in the Canadian Forces 
(Master’s Thesis). Carleton University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1418477643/abstract/583296
2814404AC1PQ/159 
Hess, T. M., Osowski, N. L., & Leclerc, C. M. (2005). Age and experience influences on the 
complexity of social inferences. Psychology and Aging, 20(3), 447. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-
7974.20.3.447 
Higgins, D. M., Peterson, J. B., Pihl, R. O., & Lee, A. G. M. (2007). Prefrontal cognitive ability, 
intelligence, Big Five personality, and the prediction of advanced academic and workplace 
 1383 
performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93(2), 298. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.298 
Hill, B. D., Foster, J. D., Sofko, C., Elliott, E. M., & Shelton, J. T. (2016). The interaction of ability 
and motivation: Average working memory is required for need for cognition to positively benefit 
intelligence and the effect increases with ability. Personality and Individual Differences, 98, 
225–228. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.04.043 
Hoepfner, R., Guilford, J. P., & Merrifield, P. R. (1964). A factor analysis of the symbolic-evaluation 
abilities. Studies of aptitudes of high-level personnel. 
Hoffman, C. C., Nathan, B. R., & Holden, L. M. (1991). A comparison of validation criteria: 
Objective versus subjective performance measures and self- versus supervisor ratings. Personnel 
Psychology, 44(3), 601–618. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb02405.x 
Hofmann, D. A. (1992). Task performance and transfer: An assessment of interindividual differences 
in intraindividual change (Doctoral Thesis). The Pennsylvania State University, United States -- 
Pennsylvania. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303990685/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/815 
Hollenbeck, G. P. (1967). Predicting high school biology achievement with the Differential Aptitude 
Tests and the Davis Reading Test. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 27(2), 439–
442. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446702700226 
Hollenbeck, G. P., & McNamara, W. J. (1965). CUCPAT and Programming Aptitude. Personnel 
Psychology, 18(1), 101–106. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1965.tb00269.x 
Holt, W. G., Ottman, D. K., & Cottle, W. C. (1957). Evidenced Relationships between the “ACE” and 
the Wesman Personnel Classification Test. The Journal of Educational Research, 51(1), 71–77. 
 1384 
Horn, J. L., & Bramble, W. J. (1967). Second-order ability structure revealed in rights and wrongs 
scores. Journal of Educational Psychology, 58(2), 115–122. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024412 
Horn, J. L., & Stankov, L. (1982). Auditory and visual factors of intelligence. Intelligence, 6(2), 165–
185. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-2896(82)90012-5 
Howe, M. A. (1975). General Aptitude Test Battery—An Australian empirical study. Australian 
Psychologist, 10(1), 32–44. https://doi.org/10.1080/00050067508256436 
Howell, L. L., Sorenson, C. D., & Jones, M. R. (2014). Are undergraduate GPA and general GRE 
percentiles valid predictors of student performance in an engineering graduate program? 
Retrieved from http://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/facpub/1343 
Huang, J. L., & Bramble, R. J. (2016). Trait, state, and task-contingent conscientiousness: Influence 
on learning and transfer. Personality and Individual Differences, 92, 180–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.12.043 
Hughes, J. L., & McNamara, W. J. (1955). Relationship of Short Employment Tests and General 
Clerical Tests. Personnel Psychology, 8(3), 331–337. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1955.tb01211.x 
Hummel, K. M. (2009). Aptitude, phonological memory, and second language proficiency in 
nonnovice adult learners. Retrieved November 22, 2016, from /core/journals/applied-
psycholinguistics/article/aptitude-phonological-memory-and-second-language-proficiency-in-
nonnovice-adult-learners/A890C633D6D9E6976407DBE8D8421C94 
Hunter, D. R., Maurelli, V. A., & Thompson, N. A. (1977). Validation of a psychomotor/perceptual 
test battery. 
Hunter, J. E. (1983). The dimensionality of the General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) and the 
dominance of general factors over specific factors in the prediction of job performance for the 
 1385 
U.S. Employment Service. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=34&id=ED236166 
Huttner, L., & Stene, D. M. (1958). Foremen selection in light of a theory of supervision. Personnel 
Psychology, 11(3), 403–409. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1958.tb00028.x 
Intelligence and Neuropsychological Aptitude Testing of U.S. Air Force MQ-1 Predator Pilot 





Ispas, D., Iliescu, D., Ilie, A., & Johnson, R. E. (2010). Examining the criterion related validity of the 
General Ability Measure for Adults: A two sample investigation. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 18(2), 226–229. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2010.00505.x 
Itaya, L. E., Chambers, D. W., & King, P. A. (2008). Analyzing the influence of admissions criteria 
and cultural norms on success in an international dental studies program. Journal of Dental 
Education, 72(3), 317–328. 
Bolanovich, J. D. (1944). Selection of female engineering trainees. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 35(9), 545–553. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058743 
Jackson, D. J. R., Stillman, J. A., & Englert, P. (2010). Task-based assessment centers: Empirical 
support for a systems model. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 18(2), 141–154. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2010.00496.x 
 1386 
Jensen, A. R., Larson, G. E., & Paul, S. M. (1988). Psychometric g and mental processing speed on a 
semantic verification test. Personality and Individual Differences, 9(2), 243–255. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(88)90086-4 
John, P., & Catano, V. M. (2002). Psychomotor abilities tests as predictors of training performance. 
Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue Canadienne Des Sciences Du Comportement, 
34(2), 75–83. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087157 
Johnson, A. P. (1940). A study of one company's criteria for selecting college graduates. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 24(3), 253. 
Johnson, R. E., Silverman, S. B., Shyamsunder, A., Swee, H.-Y., Rodopman, O. B., Cho, E., & Bauer, 
J. (2010). Acting superior but actually inferior?: Correlates and consequences of workplace 
arrogance. Human Performance, 23(5), 403–427. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2010.515279 
Johnson, W., & Bouchard Jr., T. J. (2011). The MISTRA data: Forty-two mental ability tests in three 
batteries. Intelligence, 39(2–3), 82–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2011.02.010 
Johnston, P. J. (2000). Investigating the use of psychomotor abilities tests as predictors of training 
performance in the Canadian Forces technical and mechanical occupations (Master’s Thesis). 
Saint Mary’s University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304673745/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/68 
Johnston, P. J., & Catano, V. M. (2013). Investigating the validity of previous flying experience, both 
actual and simulated, in predicting initial and advanced military pilot training performance. 
International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 23(3), 227–244. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2013.799352 
 1387 
Jones, R. D., & Barr, A. S. (1946). The prediction of teaching efficiency from objective measures. 
The Journal of Experimental Education, 15(1), 85–100. 
Juan-Espinosa, M., Abad, F. J., Colom, R., & Fernández-Truchaud, M. (2000). Individual differences 
in large-spaces orientation: g and beyond? Personality and Individual Differences, 29(1), 85–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(99)00179-8 
Kagan, D. M., & Pietron, L. R. (1986). Aptitude for computer literacy. International Journal of Man-
Machine Studies, 25(6), 685–696. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-7373(86)80082-7 
Kallingal, A. (1971). The prediction of grades for Black and White students at Michigan State 
University. Journal of Educational Measurement, 8(4), 263–265. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-
3984.1971.tb00935.x 
Kanerva, K., & Kalakoski, V. (2016). The predictive utility of a working memory span task depends 
on processing demand and the cognitive task. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 30(5), 681–690. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3243 
Kass, R. A., and Others. (1983). Factorial validity of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB), Forms 8, 9 and 10: 1981 Army applicant sample. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 43(4), 1077–1087. 
Keehner, M., Lippa, Y., Montello, D. R., Tendick, F., & Hegarty, M. (2006). Learning a spatial skill 
for surgery: How the contributions of abilities change with practice. Applied Cognitive 
Psychology, 20(4), 487–503. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1198 
Keith, N., & Ericsson, K. A. (2007). A deliberate practice account of typing proficiency in everyday 
typists. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 13(3), 135. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
898X.13.3.135 
 1388 
Kell, H. J., Motowidlo, S. J., Martin, M. P., Stotts, A. L., & Moreno, C. A. (2014). Testing for 
independent effects of prosocial knowledge and technical knowledge on skill and performance. 
Human Performance, 27(4), 311–327. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2014.929692 
Kelleher, E. J., Kerr, W. A., & Melville, N. T. (1968). The prediction of subprofessional nursing 
success. Personnel Psychology, 21(3), 379–388. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1968.tb02038.x 
Kelly, K. R., & Nelson, R. C. (1999). Task-specific occupational self-efficacy scale: A predictive 
validity study. Journal of Career Assessment, 7(4), 381–392. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/106907279900700404 
Kelly, M. E., Regan, D., Dunne, F., Henn, P., Newell, J., & O’Flynn, S. (2013). To what extent does 
the Health Professions Admission Test-Ireland predict performance in early undergraduate tests 
of communication and clinical skills? – An observational cohort study. BMC Medical Education, 
13, 68. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-13-68 
Kettner, N. (1976). Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB Form 5): Comparison with 
GATB and DAT Tests. Los Angeles, CA: Contemporary Research Inc. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA035305 
Klehe, U.-C., & Latham, G. (2008). Predicting typical and maximum performance with measures of 
motivation and abilities. Psychologica Belgica, 48. Retrieved from 
http://dare.uva.nl/search?identifier=07a49193-e494-4f9a-b7e1-3e9d29777ca9 
Kline, P., Draycott, S. G., & McAndrew, V. M. (1994). Reconstructing intelligence: A factor analytic 
study of the BIP. Personality and Individual Differences, 16(4), 529–536. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(94)90180-5 
 1389 
Klingner, Y., & Schuler, H. (2004). Improving participants’ evaluations while maintaining validity by 
a work sample- intelligence test hybrid. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
12(1–2), 120–134. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-075X.2004.00268.x 
Knapp, D. J., Burnfield, J. L., Sager, C. E., Waugh, G. W., & Campbell, J. P. (2002). Development of 
predictor and criterion measures for the NCO21 research program. Alexandria, VA: Human 
Resources Research Organization. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA405458 
Knapp, R. R., Knapp, L., & Michael, W. B. (1977). Stability and concurrent validity of the Career 
Ability Placement Survey (CAPS) Against the DAT and the GATB. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 37(4), 1081–1085. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447703700435 
Kock, F. S. D., Lievens, F., & Born, M. P. (2015). An in-depth look at dispositional reasoning and 
interviewer accuracy. Human Performance, 28(3), 199–221. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1021046 
Kock, F. de, & Schlechter, A. (2009). Fluid intelligence and spatial reasoning as predictors of pilot 
training performance in the South African Air Force (SAAF). SA Journal of Industrial 
Psychology, 35(1), 31–38. 
Koczwara, A., Patterson, F., Zibarras, L., Kerrin, M., Irish, B., & Wilkinson, M. (2012). Evaluating 
cognitive ability, knowledge tests and situational judgement tests for postgraduate selection. 
Medical Education, 46(4), 399–408. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2011.04195.x 
Koke, L. C., & Vernon, P. A. (2003). The Sternberg Triarchic Abilities Test (STAT) as a measure of 
academic achievement and general intelligence. Personality and Individual Differences, 35(8), 
1803–1807. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(03)00005-9 
 1390 
Konig, C. J., Buhner, M., & Murling, G. (2005). Working memory, fluid intelligence, and attention 
are predictors of multitasking performance, but polychronicity and extraversion are not. Human 
Performance, 18(3), 243–266. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1803_3 
Koys, D. (2009). GMAT versus alternatives: Predictive validity evidence from Central Europe and the 
Middle East. Journal of Education for Business, 85(3), 180–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832320903258618 
Kozhevnikov, M., Schloerb, D. W., Blazhenkova, O., Koo, S., Karimbux, N., Donoff, R. B., & 
Salcedo, J. (2013). Egocentric versus allocentric spatial ability in dentistry and haptic virtual 
reality training. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 27(3), 373–383. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2915 
Krajewski, H. T., Goffin, R. D., McCarthy, J. M., Rothstein, M. G., & Johnston, N. (2006). 
Comparing the validity of structured interviews for managerial-level employees: Should we look 
to the past or focus on the future? Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 
79(3), 411–432. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317905X68790 
Kranzler, J. H., & Jensen, A. R. (1991). The nature of psychometric g: Unitary process or a number of 
independent processes? Intelligence, 15(4), 397–422. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-
2896(91)90003-V 
Krause, D. E., Kersting, M., Heggestad, E. D., & Thornton, G. C. (2006). Incremental validity of 
assessment center ratings over cognitive ability tests: A study at the executive management level. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(4), 360–371. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2006.00357.x 
Krumm, S., Ziegler, M., & Buehner, M. (2008). Reasoning and working memory as predictors of 
school grades. Learning and Individual Differences, 18(2), 248–257. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2007.08.002 
 1391 
Kunina, O., Wilhelm, O., Formazin, M., Jonkmann, K., & Schroeders, U. (2007). Extended criteria 
and predictors in college admission: Exploring the structure of study success and investigating 
the validity of domain knowledge. Psychology Science, 49(2), 88. 
Kvaal, S. A., Wygonik, E., Spanos, A., & Landsberger, S. (2001). A revalidation of the Thurstone 
Test of Mental Alertness as a brief measure of intelligence through comparison with the 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale–III. Psychological Reports, 88(2), 581–586. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2001.88.2.581 
Kyei-Blankson, L. S. (2005). Predictive validity, differential validity, and differential prediction of the 
subtests of the Medical College Admission Test. Ohio University. Retrieved from 
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/pg_10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:ohiou1125524238 
Kyllonen, P. C. (1985). Dimensions of information processing speed (No. AFHRL-TP-84-56). Brooks 
AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA154778 
Kyllonen, P. C., & Christal, R. E. (1990). Reasoning ability is (little more than) working-memory 
capacity?! Intelligence, 14(4), 389–433. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-2896(05)80012-1 
Lala, R., Wood, D., & Baker, S. (2013). Validity of the UKCAT in applicant selection and predicting 
exam performance in UK dental students. Journal of Dental Education, 77(9), 1159–1170. 
Lance, C. E., & Winston Bennett, J. (2000). Replication and extension of models of supervisory job 
performance ratings. Human Performance, 13(2), 139–158. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1302_2 
Laney, A. R. (1951). Validity of employment tests for gas-appliance service personnel. Personnel 
Psychology, 4(2), 199–208. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1951.tb01473.x 
 1392 
Lansman, M., Donaldson, G., Hunt, E., & Yantis, S. (1982). Ability factors and cognitive processes. 
Intelligence, 6(4), 347–386. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-2896(82)90024-1 
Layton, W. L., & Swanson, E. O. (1958). Relationship of ninth grade Differential Aptitude Test 
scores to eleventh grade test scores and high school rank. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
49(3), 153. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046365 
Le, H., & Robbins, S. B. (2016). Building the STEM pipeline: Findings of a 9-year longitudinal 
research project. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 95–96, 21–30. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.002 
Leach, J., & Morris, P. E. (1998). Cognitive factors in the close visual and magnetic particle 
inspection of welds underwater. Human Factors: The Journal of the Human Factors and 
Ergonomics Society, 40(2), 187–197. https://doi.org/10.1518/001872098779480460 
Leonard, D. L., & Niebuhr, B. R. (1986). Admissions variables as predictors of performance in basic 
science coursework. The Occupational Therapy Journal of Research, 6(2), 105–113. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/153944928600600204 
Levashina, J., Morgeson, F. P., & Campion, M. A. (2009). They don’t do it often, but they do it well: 
Exploring the relationship between applicant mental abilities and faking. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 17(3), 271–281. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2009.00469.x 
Levine, E. L., & Baker, D. P. (1992). Panel appraisal as a criterion in test validation: A demonstration 
in a law enforcement job. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(2), 173–188. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013927 
Lievens, F. (2004). Longitudinal study of the validity of different cognitive ability tests in a student 
admission context. Applied H.R.M. Research, 9(1–2), 27–30. 
 1393 
Lievens, F., Buyse, T., & Sackett, P. R. (2005). The operational validity of a video-based situational 
judgment test for medical college admissions: Illustrating the importance of matching predictor 
and criterion construct domains. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 442. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.3.442 
Lievens, F., & Coetsier, P. (2002). Situational tests in student selection: An examination of predictive 
validity, adverse impact, and construct validity. International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 10(4), 245–257. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00215 
Lievens, F., & Sackett, P. R. (2012). The validity of interpersonal skills assessment via situational 
judgment tests for predicting academic success and job performance. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 97(2), 460. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025741 
Lindblom-Ylänne, S., Lonka, K., & Leskinen, E. (1996). Selecting students for medical school: What 
predicts success during basic science studies? A cognitive approach. Higher Education, 31(4), 
507–527. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00137129 
Lindenberger, U., & Baltes, P. B. (1997). Intellectual functioning in old and very old age: Cross-
sectional results from the Berlin Aging Study. Psychology and Aging, 12(3), 410. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.12.3.410 
Linn, R. L., & Davis, J. A. (1966). Correlates of academic performance of community college 
students in career or transfer programs: A pilot study. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1966(2), i-
89. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1966.tb00532.x 
Livingstone, H. A., & Day, A. L. (2005). Comparing the construct and criterion-related validity of 
ability-based and mixed-model measures of emotional intelligence. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 65(5), 757–779. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405275663 
 1394 
Lobsenz, R. E. (1998). Do measures of tacit knowledge assess psychological phenomena distinct from 
general ability, personality, and social knowledge? (Doctoral Thesis). Illinois Institute of 
Technology, United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304445830/abstract/AA2AF
BA6703541CBPQ/737 
Lord, F. M. (1954). A study of speed factors in tests and academic grades. ETS Research Bulletin 
Series, 1954(2), i-28. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1954.tb00251.x 
Lotz, C., Sparfeldt, J. R., & Greiff, S. (2016). Complex problem solving in educational contexts: Still 
something beyond a “good g”? Intelligence, 59, 127–138. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2016.09.001 
Love, K. G., Bishop, R. C., Heinisch, D., & Montei, M. S. (1994). Selection across two cultures: 
Adapting the selection of American assemblers to meet Japanese job performance demands. 
Personnel Psychology, 47(4), 837–846. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1994.tb01580.x 
Lowman, R. L., & Williams, R. E. (1987). Validity of self-ratings of abilities and competencies. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 31(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90030-3 
Lozano, J. H., Gordillo, F., & Pérez, M. A. (2014). Impulsivity, intelligence, and academic 
performance: Testing the interaction hypothesis. Personality and Individual Differences, 61–62, 
63–68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.01.013 
Lunneborg, C. E. (1977). Choice reaction time: What role in ability measurement? Applied 
Psychological Measurement, 1(3), 309–330. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662167700100301 
Luria, G., & Torjman, A. (2009). Resources and coping with stressful events. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 30(6), 685–707. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.551 
 1395 
Luschin-Ebengreuth, M., Dimai, H. P., Ithaler, D., Neges, H. M., & Reibnegger, G. (2015). 
Situational judgment test as an additional tool in a medical admission test: An observational 
investigation. BMC Research Notes, 8, 81. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13104-015-1033-z 
Lynch, B., MacKenzie, R., Dowell, J., Cleland, J., & Prescott, G. (2009). Does the UKCAT predict 
Year 1 performance in medical school? Medical Education, 43(12), 1203–1209. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2009.03535.x 
M, G. T., & A, W. D. (1971). Use of the ROTC Qualifying Examination for selection of students to 
enroll in advanced courses in ROTC as juniors. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447103100222 
Ma, C., Harris, P., Cole, A., Jones, P., & Shulruf, B. (2016). Selection into medicine using interviews 
and other measures: Much remains to be learned. Issues in Educational Research, 26(4), 623–
634. 
Mackintosh, N. J., & Bennett, E. S. (2003). The fractionation of working memory maps onto different 
components of intelligence. Intelligence, 31(6), 519–531. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-
2896(03)00052-7 
MacPherson, R. T. (1997). The relationship among content knowledge, technical experience, 
cognitive styles, critical thinking skills, problem-solving styles, and near-transfer trouble 
shooting technological problem-solving skills of maintenance technicians (Doctoral Thesis). 
University of Missouri - Columbia, United States -- Missouri. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304370555/abstract/D36168F
9B4F840C7PQ/2792 
Madan, N. M. (2012). Predictors of success: Medical laboratory Associate in Science degree 
program. Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/etd/672 
 1396 
Maher, H., & Fife, I. E. (1947). A biological-pharmaceutical checker selection program. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 31(5), 469. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056315 
Maier, M. H., & Sims, W. H. (1986). The ASVAB (Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery) score 
scales. 1980 and World War II (No. CNR-116). Alexandria, VA: Marine Corps Center for Naval 
Analyses. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADB113780 
Mangos, P. M., & Steele-Johnson, D. (2001). The role of subjective task complexity in goal 
orientation, self-efficacy, and performance relations. Human Performance, 14(2), 169–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1402_03 
Mann, C. (2011). Cognitive ability and job performance in a New Zealand service organisation : a 
thesis presented in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree Master of Science in 
Industrial/Organisational Psychology at Massey University, Manawatu, New Zealand (Thesis). 
Massey University. Retrieved from http://mro.massey.ac.nz/handle/10179/2877 
Manning, W. H., & Dubois, P. H. (1958). Gain in proficiency as a criterion in test validation. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 42(3), 191. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0049208 
Manual for the USES General Aptitude Test Battery. Section III: Development. (1970). 
Superintendent of Documents, U. Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED164579 
Manzer, C. W., & Marowitz, S. (1935). The performance of a group of college students on the 
Kwalwasser-Dykema music test. Journal of Applied Psychology, 19(3), 331. 
Marcus, B., Wagner, U., Poole, A., Powell, D. M., & Carswell, J. (2009). The relationship of GMA to 
counterproductive work behavior revisited. European Journal of Personality, 23(6), 489–507. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.728 
Markert, R. J. (1982). The prediction of National Board performance, medical specialty, and location 
of residency for a charter class. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED214464 
 1397 
Martin, C. J. , & Hanser. (1985). Correlation between the Officer Selection Battery and the ROTC 
Basic Camp Student Evaluation Report. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=54&id=ED285906 
Mashau, E. M. (2015). The predictive validity of learning potential and personality for work 
performance in a public sector department. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/19983 
Masny, D., & d’Anglejan, A. (1985). Language, cognition, and second language grammaticality 
judgments. Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 14(2), 175–197. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01067628 
Matarazzo, J. D., & Wiens, A. N. (1977). Black Intelligence Test of Cultural Homogeneity and 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale scores of Black and White police applicants. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 62(1), 57–63. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.62.1.57 
Mathews, J. J. , & Jensen. (1977). Screening test. battery for dental laboratory specialist course: 
development and validation. Final report for period July 1974-June 1977. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=76&id=ED151425 
Matthew, C. T. (2005). Creativity as a predictor of leading change in organizations (Doctoral 
Thesis). Columbia University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305006740/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/240 
Matton, N., Vautier, S., & Raufaste, É. (2011). Test-specificity of the advantage of retaking cognitive 
ability tests. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 19(1), 11–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2011.00530.x 
 1398 
Mayberry, P. W., & Hiatt, C. M. (1990). Incremental validity of new tests in prediction of infantry 
performance (No. CRM-90-110). Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analyses. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA233049 
Mayer, J. D., & Skimmyhorn, W. (n.d.). Personality attributes that predict cadet performance at West 
Point. Journal of Research in Personality. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.10.012 
McAlister, B. M. (1973). Curriculum selection and success of tenth grade girls as related to selected 
ninth grade characteristics. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED079495 
McCarthy, P. M. (1997). Relations between managers’ abilities, task performance, and 
accomplishment of long-term objectives: A study of R&D managers (Doctoral Thesis). George 
Mason University, United States -- Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304405073/abstract/5B7F54E
7C02B47A6PQ/3164 
McClanahan, W. R., & Morgan, D. H. (1948). Use of standard tests in counseling engineering 
students in college. Journal of Educational Psychology, 39(8), 491. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0059080 
McClelland, E., Yang, J. C., & Glick, O. J. (1992). A statewide study of academic variables affecting 
performance of baccalaureate nursing graduates on licensure examination. Journal of 
Professional Nursing, 8(6), 342–350. https://doi.org/10.1016/8755-7223(92)90097-I 
McCloy, R. A., Campbell, J. P., & Cudeck, R. (1994). A confirmatory test of a model of performance 
determinants. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(4), 493. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.79.4.493 
McCormick, P. B. (1996). Predicting a multivariate performance variable using cognitive ability and 




McCrory, C., & Cooper, C. (2005). The relationship between three auditory inspection time tasks and 
general intelligence. Personality and Individual Differences, 38(8), 1835–1845. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.11.012 
McCuen, T. (2015). Investigating the predictors of spatial skills essential for construction science 
student success in the digital age. Retrieved from https://shareok.org/handle/11244/23330 
McElheny, W. T. (1948). A study of two techniques of measuring “mechanical comprehension.” 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 32(6), 611. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054654 
McGrevy, D. F., Knouse, S. B., & Thompson, R. A. (1974). Relationships among an individual 
intelligence test and two Air Force screening and selection tests (No. AFHRL-TR-74-25). 
Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0781033 
McGue, M., Bouchard, T. J., Lykken, D. T., & Feuer, D. (1984). Information processing abilities in 
twins reared apart. Intelligence, 8(3), 239–258. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-2896(84)90010-2 
McLarnon, M. J. W., & Carswell, J. J. (2013). The personality differentiation by intelligence 
hypothesis: A measurement invariance investigation. Personality and Individual Differences, 
54(5), 557–561. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.10.029 
McLemore, C. W. (1976). Factorial validity of imagery measures. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 
14(6), 399–408. https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(76)90086-3 
McPherson, J., & Burns, N. R. (2007). Gs Invaders: Assessing a computer game-like test of 
processing speed. Behavior Research Methods, 39(4), 876–883. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03192982 
 1400 
Mednick, M. T. (1967). Relationship of the Ammons Quick Test of Intelligence to other ability 
measures. Psychological Reports, 20(2), 523–526. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1967.20.2.523 
Mehryar, A. H., & Shapurian, R. (1971). The reliability and validity of the Persian Form of AH5. 
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 41(2), 209–213. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8279.1971.tb02253.x 
Mellers, B., Stone, E., Atanasov, P., Rohrbaugh, N., Metz, S. E., Ungar, L., … Tetlock, P. (2015). 
The psychology of intelligence analysis: Drivers of prediction accuracy in world politics. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 21(1), 1. https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000040 
Melnick, M. (1972). A further investigation of predictors of success in the MBA program at Hofstra 
University. Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED059687 
Melvin, K. B., Haigler, M. H., Sims, L. J., & McDowell, D. J. (1994). Validation of the Melvin-Sims 
Word Processing Operator Test. Journal of Business and Psychology, 9(2), 199–221. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02230637 
Meneghetti, C., Borella, E., Pastore, M., & De Beni, R. (2014). The role of spatial abilities and self-
assessments in cardinal point orientation across the lifespan. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 35, 113–121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2014.07.006 
Meneghetti, C., Labate, E., Grassano, M., Ronconi, L., & Pazzaglia, F. (2014). The role of 
visuospatial and verbal abilities, styles and strategies in predicting visuospatial description 
accuracy. Learning and Individual Differences, 36, 117–123. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2014.10.019 
Merkel, S. P., & Hall, V. C. (1982). The relationship between memory for order and other cognitive 
tasks. Intelligence, 6(4), 427–441. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-2896(82)90028-9 
 1401 
Michael, W. B., & Shaffer. (1979). A comparison of the validity of the Test of Standard Written 
English (TSWE) and of the California State University and Colleges English Placement Test 
(CSUC-EPT) in the prediction of grades in a basic English composition course and of overall 
freshman-year grade point average. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 39(1), 131–
145. 
Michael, W. B., Zimmerman, W. S., & Guilford, J. P. (1950). An investigation of two hypotheses 
regarding the nature of the spatial-relations and visualization factors. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 10(2), 187–211. 
Michael, W. B., Zimmerman, W. S., & Guilford, J. P. (1951). An investigation of the nature of the 
spatial-relations and visualization factors in two high school samples. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 11(4–1), 561–577. 
Mikitovics, A., & Crehan, K. D. (2002). Pre-professional skills test scores as college of education 
admission criteria. The Journal of Educational Research, 95(4), 215–223. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220670209596594 
Miller, H., & Bichsel, J. (2004). Anxiety, working memory, gender, and math performance. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 37(3), 591–606. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.09.029 
Miller, L. A. (2000). Predicting success in WIMP environments using isoperformance methodology 




Miller, R., Rammsayer, T. H., Schweizer, K., & Troche, S. J. (2010). Decay of iconic memory traces 
is related to psychometric intelligence: A fixed-links modeling approach. Learning and 
Individual Differences, 20(6), 699–704. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.08.010 
Mnguni, V. Q. (2011, March). The predictive validity of a psychological test battery for the selection 
of cadet pilots in a commercial airline (Thesis). Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/4869 
Mocan, N., & Altindag, D. T. (2014). Education, cognition, health knowledge, and health behavior. 
The European Journal of Health Economics, 15(3), 265–279. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10198-
013-0473-4 
Moore, C. L., MacNaughton, J. F., & Osburn, H. G. (1969). Ethnic differences within an industrial 
selection battery. Personnel Psychology, 22(4), 473–482. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1969.tb00348.x 
Morath, R. A. (1999). Leader abilities and attributes: Their influence on ratings of assessment center 




Morris, M., & Maxey, S. (2014). The importance of english language competency in the academic 
success of international accounting students. Journal of Education for Business, 89(4), 178–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832323.2013.819315 
Morrow, D. G., Menard, W. E., L, A., Teller, T., & Bryant, D. (2001). The influence of expertise and 
task factors on age differences in pilot communication. Psychology and Aging, 16(1), 31–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.16.1.31 
 1403 
Morrow, D. G., Menard, W. E., Ridolfo, H. E., Stine-Morrow, E. A. L., Teller, T., & Bryant, D. 
(2003). Expertise, cognitive ability, and age effects on pilot communication. International 
Journal of Aviation Psychology, 13(4), 345. 
Morrow, D., Leirer, V., Altiteri, P., & Fitzsimmons, C. (1994). When expertise reduces age 
differences in performance. Psychology and Aging, 9(1), 134. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-
7974.9.1.134 
Morrow, R. S. (1941). An experimental analysis of the theory of independent abilities. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 32(7), 495. 
Moss, J. (1966). The influence of industrial arts experience on grades earned in post-high school 
trade and technical curriculums. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED012324 
Motowidlo, S. J., Brownlee, A. L., & Schmit, M. J. (2008). Effects of personality characteristics on 
knowledge, skill, and performance in servicing retail customers. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 16(3), 272–280. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2008.00433.x 
Motowidlo, S. J., Martin, M. P., & Crook, A. E. (2013). Relations between personality, knowledge, 
and behavior in professional service encounters. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43(9), 
1851–1861. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12137 
Mount, M. K., Oh, I.-S., & Burns, M. (2008). Incremental validity of perceptual speed and accuracy 
over General Mental Ability. Personnel Psychology, 61(1), 113–139. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00107.x 
Mphokane, A. (2014). The predictive validity of learning potential and English language proficiency 
for work performance of candidate engineers. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/14410 
 1404 
Mueller, K. A., & Wiersma, W. (1963). Correlation of foreign language speaking competency and 
grades in ten mid-western liberal arts colleges. The Modern Language Journal, 47(8), 353–355. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/321364 
Muller, J., & Schepers, J. (2003). The predictive validity of the selection battery used for junior leader 
training within the South African National Defence Force. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 
29(3). https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v29i3.119 
Murphy, K. R., Dzieweczynski, J. L., & Zhang, Y. (2009). Positive manifold limits the relevance of 
content-matching strategies for validating selection test batteries. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
94(4), 1018. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014075 
Murshid, K. R. (2013). The predictive value of individual admission criteria on academic 
performance in a Saudi medical college. Journal of Taibah University Medical Sciences, 8(1), 
18–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtumed.2013.01.005 
Mussel, P. (2013). Introducing the construct curiosity for predicting job performance. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 34(4), 453–472. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1809 
Mussio, J. J., & Wahlstrom, M. W. (1971). Predicting performance of programmer trainees in a post-
high school setting. In Proceedings of the Ninth Annual SIGCPR Conference (pp. 26–46). New 
York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/800159.805097 
Myers, R. C. (1950). Biographical factors and academic achievement: An experimental 
investigation*. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1950(2), i-20. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.1950.tb00676.x 
Nair, S. N., Czaja, S. J., & Sharit, J. (2007). A multilevel modeling approach to examining individual 
differences in skill acquisition for a computer-based task. The Journals of Gerontology Series B: 
Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 62(Special Issue 1), 85–96. 
 1405 
Nancy, W. (1952). A study of the validity of the Verbal Reasoning subtest and the Abstract Reasoning 
subtest of the Differential Aptitude Tests. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316445201200115 
Natali, M. W. (2014). Level up: The dynamic nature of leadership and management (Doctoral 
Thesis). University of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1540804963/abstract/FBBF4
936DD484E7FPQ/51 
Naumann, J., Richter, T., Christmann, U., & Groeben, N. (2008). Working memory capacity and 
reading skill moderate the effectiveness of strategy training in learning from hypertext. Learning 
and Individual Differences, 18(2), 197–213. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2007.08.007 
Nelson, L. C. (2003). Working memory, general intelligence, and job performance (Doctoral Thesis). 
University of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305322924/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/85 
Nelson, M. T. (1993). The influence of motivational orientation on task revision (Doctoral Thesis). 
Stevens Institute of Technology, United States -- New Jersey. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304068231/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/543 
Nettelbeck, T., & Burns, N. R. (2010). Processing speed, working memory and reasoning ability from 
childhood to old age. Personality and Individual Differences, 48(4), 379–384. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.10.032 
Neuman, G. A., Bolin, A. U., & Briggs, T. E. (2000). Identifying general factors of intelligence: A 
confirmatory factor analysis of the Ball Aptitude Battery. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 60(5), 697–712. https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970853 
 1406 
Neuman, G. A., & Wright, J. (1999). Team effectiveness: Beyond skills and cognitive ability. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 84(3), 376. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.3.376 
Neuman, G., & Baydoun, R. (1998). Computerization of paper-and-pencil tests: When are they 
equivalent? Applied Psychological Measurement, 22(1), 71–83. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01466216980221006 
Nicholls, M., Viviers, A. M., & Visser, D. (2009). Validation of a test battery for the selection of call 
centre operators in a communications company. South African Journal of Psychology, 39(1), 19–
31. https://doi.org/10.1177/008124630903900102 
Nijenhuis, J. te, & van der Flier, H. (2002). The correlation of g with attentional and perceptual-motor 
ability tests. Personality and Individual Differences, 33(2), 287–297. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00152-0 
Noon, K. L., & Fogarty, G. J. (2007). Cognitive and personality predictors of financial literacy among 
adult Australians. In K. Moore (Ed.), Proceedings of the 42nd Australian Psychological Society 
Annual Conference: Psychology Making an Impact (pp. 297–301). Melbourne, Australia: 
Australian Psychological Society. Retrieved from 
http://www.psychology.org.au/publications/conference_proceedings/ 
O’Brien, G. E., & Pere, T. K. (1985). The effects of ability, self-esteem and task difficulty on 
performance and task satisfaction. Australian Journal of Psychology, 37(3), 309–323. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049538508256408 
Offermann, L. R., Bailey, J. R., Vasilopoulos, N. L., Seal, C., & Sass, M. (2004). The relative 
contribution of emotional competence and cognitive ability to individual and team performance. 
Human Performance, 17(2), 219–243. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1702_5 
 1407 
Ohmann, O. A. (1926). The measurement of capacity for skill in stenography. Psychological 
Monographs, 36(2), 54. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093232 
Olea, M. M., & Ree, M. J. (1994). Predicting pilot and navigator criteria: Not much more than g. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(6), 845–851. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.845 
Olivier, L. P. (2015). Psychomotor ability and learning potential as predictors of driver and machine 
operator performance in a road construction company. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/19687 
O’Malley, P. M., & Bachman, J. G. (1976). Longitudinal evidence for the validity of the Quick Test. 
Psychological Reports, 38(3 suppl), 1247–1252. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1976.38.3c.1247 
O’Reilly, P. A. (1972). Evaluation of in-school success criteria for vocational-technical students. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED066582 
Organt, G. J. (1975). Employment testing and the selection of school support personnel: A validation 
study. Education, 96(1), 40. 
Orme DR, Brehm W, & Ree MJ. (2001). Armed Forces Qualification Test as a measure of premorbid 
intelligence. Military Psychology, 13(4), 187–197. 
Osborne, R. T., & Sanders, W. B. (1956). The Crawford Small Parts Dexterity Test as a time-limit 
test. Personnel Psychology, 9(2), 177–180. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1956.tb01061.x 
Owens, M., Stevenson, J., Hadwin, J. A., & Norgate, R. (2014). When does anxiety help or hinder 
cognitive test performance? The role of working memory capacity. British Journal of 
Psychology, 105(1), 92–101. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12009 
Pajares, F., & Kranzler, J. (1995). Self-efficacy beliefs and General Mental Ability in mathematical 
problem-solving. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 20(4), 426–443. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1995.1029 
 1408 
Palmer, P., & Others, A. (1990). Comparison of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery to 
the General Aptitude Test Battery. Final technical paper for period January 1987-January 1990. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED360343 
Palormo, J. M. (1967). The Computer Programmer Aptitude Battery: A description and discussion. In 
Proceedings of the Fifth SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel Research (pp. 57–63). 
New York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/1142662.1142668 
Palumbo, M. V., Miller, C. E., Shalin, V. L., & Steele-johnson, D. (n.d.). The impact of job knowledge 
in the cognitive ability-performance relationship. 
Parsons, S. O. (1958). A study of the prediction of success of manufacturing supervisors in an aircraft 




Päßler, K., & Hell, B. (2012). Do interests and cognitive abilities help explain college major choice 
equally well for women and men? Journal of Career Assessment, 20(4), 479–496. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072712450009 
Paunonen, S. V., & Hong, R. Y. (2010). Self-efficacy and the prediction of domain-specific cognitive 
abilities. Journal of Personality, 78(1), 339–360. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
6494.2009.00618.x 
Payne, D. A., & Vaughn, H. A. (1967). Forecasting Italian language proficiency of culturally 
immersed students. The Modern Language Journal, 51(1), 3–6. https://doi.org/10.2307/322365 
 1409 
Payne, M. A., & Duffey, M. A. (1986). An investigation of the predictability of NCLEX scores of 
BSN graduates using academic predictors. Journal of Professional Nursing, 2(5), 326–332. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S8755-7223(86)80033-3 
Pazzaglia, F., & Moè, A. (2013). Cognitive styles and mental rotation ability in map learning. 
Cognitive Processing, 14(4), 391–399. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10339-013-0572-2 
Peiperl, M. A., & Trevelyan, R. (1997). Predictors of performance at business school and beyond: 
Demographic factors and the contrast between individual and group outcomes. Journal of 
Management Development, 16(5), 354–367. https://doi.org/10.1108/02621719710174534 
Pemberton, C. (1952). The closure factors related to other cognitive processes. Psychometrika, 17(3), 
267–288. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288758 
Pentecoste, J. C., & Lowe, W. F. (1977). The Quick Test as a predictive instrument for college 
success. Psychological Reports, 41(3), 759–762. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1977.41.3.759 
Perales, J., & Cenoz, J. (2002). the effect of individual and contextual factors in adult second-
language acquisition in the Basque country. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 15(1), 1–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07908310208666629 
Perlow, R., Jattuso, M., & Moore, D. D. W. (1997). Role of verbal working memory in complex skill 
acquisition. Human Performance, 10(3), 283–302. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1003_4 
Perry, C., Wilder, S., & Appignanesi, A. (1973). Hypnotic susceptibility and performance on a battery 
of creativity measures. American Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 15(3), 170-180. 
Pervin, L. A. (1967). Aptitude, anxiety and academic performance: A moderator variable analysis. 
Psychological Reports, 20(1), 215–221. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1967.20.1.215 
 1410 
Pesta, B. J., Bertsch, S., Poznanski, P. J., & Bommer, W. H. (2008). Sex differences on elementary 
cognitive tasks despite no differences on the Wonderlic Personnel Test. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 45(5), 429–431. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.05.028 
Pesta, B. J., & Poznanski, P. J. (2009). The inspection time and over-claiming tasks as predictors of 
MBA student performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 46(2), 236–240. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.10.005 
Pesta, B. J., & Scherer, R. F. (2011). The Assurance of Learning Tool as predictor and criterion in 
business school admissions decisions: New use for an old standard? Journal of Education for 
Business, 86(3), 163–170. https://doi.org/10.1080/08832323.2010.492051 
Pettersen, N., & Tziner, A. (1995). The cognitive ability test as a predictor of job performance: Is its 
validity affected by job complexity and tenure within the organization? International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 3(4), 237–241. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.1995.tb00036.x 
Peverly, S. T., Ramaswamy, V., Brown, C., Sumowski, J., Alidoost, M., & Garner, J. (2007). What 
predicts skill in lecture note taking? Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(1), 167–180. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.1.167 
Pfeifer, C. M., & Sedlacek, W. E. (1971). The validity of academic predictors for Black and White 
students at a predominantly White university. Journal of Educational Measurement, 8(4), 253–
261. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.1971.tb00934.x 
Pickens, J. D., & Pollio, H. R. (1979). Patterns of figurative language competence in adult speakers. 
Psychological Research, 40(3), 299–313. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00309157 
Pimsleur, P., Stockwell, R. P., & Comrey, A. L. (1962). Foreign language learning ability. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 53(1), 15–26. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044336 
 1411 
Pitigoi-Aron, G., King, P. A., & Chambers, D. W. (2011). Predictors of academic performance for 
applicants to an international dental studies program in the United States. Journal of Dental 
Education, 75(12), 1577–1582. 
Ploran, E. J., Rovira, E., Thompson, J. C., & Parasuraman, R. (2015). Underlying spatial skills to 
support navigation through large, unconstrained environments. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 
29(4), 608–613. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3135 
Poirier, L. C. M. (2010). Validation of the Naval Officer Assessment Board (Master’s Thesis). Saint 
Mary’s University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/862363971/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/71 
Poole, A. (2005). Predicting and assessing performance in Canadian dental schools : The Canadian 
Dental Association interview, personality, and a behaviourally anchored rating scale. Retrieved 
from http://library2.smu.ca/handle/01/22493 
Poole, G. A. (1971). The Prediction of Job Success in a Plastics Company. (Master’s Thesis). 
Western Michigan University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/302640461/citation/963DA05
DD1F944FBPQ/726 
Porter, E. L. H. (1938). Factors in the fluctuation of fifteen ambiguous phenomena. The Psychological 
Record; Granville, Ohio, Etc., 2, 229–251. 
Poruben Jr., A. (1950). A test battery for actuarial clerks. Journal of Applied Psychology, 34(3), 159. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058238 
Pounders, C. J. (1970). The Admissions Test for Graduate Study in Business: A factor analytic study. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 30(2), 469-473. 
 1412 
Powell, C., & Nettelbeck, T. (2014). Intellectual curiosity may not incrementally predict academic 
success. Personality and Individual Differences, 64, 7–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.01.045 
Powers, D. E. (1980). The relationship between scores on the Graduate Management Admission Test 
and the Test of English as a Foreign Language. ETS Research Report Series, 1980(2), i-77. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1980.tb01228.x 
Powers, D. E. (2001a). Test anxiety and test performance: Comparing paper-based and computer-
adaptive versions of the Graduate Record Examinations (GRE©) General Test. Journal of 
Educational Computing Research, 24(3), 249–273. https://doi.org/10.2190/680W-66CR-QRP7-
CL1F 
Powers, D. E. (2001b). Validity of GRE® General Test Scores for admission to colleges of veterinary 
medicine. ETS Research Report Series, 2001(1), i-41. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.2001.tb01852.x 
Powers, D. E. (2016). Effects of test preparation on the validity of a of a graduate admissions test. 
Applied Psychological Measurement. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168500900206 
Pretorius, M., & Redelinghuys, M. (2010, December). Validation of a selection battery used by the 
South African Military Academy (Thesis). Stellenbosch : University of Stellenbosch. Retrieved 
from http://scholar.sun.ac.za/handle/10019.1/5274 
Pulakos, E. D., & Schmitt, N. (1996). An evaluation of two strategies for reducing adverse impact and 
their effects on criterion-related validity. Human Performance, 9(3), 241–258. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup0903_4 
 1413 
Pynes, J. E., Harrick, E. J., & Schaefer, D. (1997). A concurrent validity study applied to a secretarial 
position in a state universities civil service system. Journal of Business and Psychology, 12(1), 
3–18. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025001914448 
Quereshi, M. Y., & Miller, J. M. (1970). The Comparability of the WAIS, WISC, and WBII. Journal 
of Educational Measurement, 7(2), 105–111. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-
3984.1970.tb00703.x 
Rafilson, F., & Sison, R. (1996). Seven criterion-related validity studies conducted with the National 
Police Officer Selection Test. Psychological Reports, 78(1), 163–176. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1996.78.1.163 
Raju, N. S., Bilgic, R., Edwards, J. E., & Fleer, P. F. (1999). Accuracy of population validity and 
cross-validity estimation: An empirical comparison of formula-based, traditional empirical, and 
equal weights procedures. Applied Psychological Measurement, 23(2), 99–115. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01466219922031220 
Ralls, R. S. (1997). Age and computer training performance: A test of training enhancement through 
cognitive practice (Doctoral Thesis). University of Maryland, College Park, United States -- 
Maryland. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304353416/abstract/25887C7
2847A4681PQ/20 
Rammsayer, T. H., & Troche, S. J. (2010). Effects of age and the relationship between response time 
measures and psychometric intelligence in younger adults. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 48(1), 49–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.08.013 
Ramos, R. A., Heil, M. C., & Manning, C. A. (2001). Documentation of validity for the AT-SAT 
computerized test battery. Volume 2. 
 1414 
Rankin, R. J., & Thompson, K. (1966). A factor analytic approach to impulse as measured by ARrow 
Dot I, Q, and Sort. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 23(3_suppl), 1239–1245. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1966.23.3f.1239 
Rankin, R., & Thompson, K. (1966). A factorial investigation of scores on the Porteus Maze. 
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 23(3_suppl), 1255–1260. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1966.23.3f.1255 
Raymond, M. R., & Roberts, D. M. (1983). Development and validation of a foreign language attitude 
scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 43(4), 1239–1246. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448304300435 
Raz, N., Williamson, A., Gunning-Dixon, F., Head, D., & Acker, J. D. (2000). Neuroanatomical and 
cognitive correlates of adult age differences in acquisition of a perceptual-motor skill. 
Microscopy Research and Technique, 51(1), 85–93. https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-
0029(20001001)51:1<85::AID-JEMT9>3.0.CO;2-0 
Redden, E. E. S. (2001). Measuring and understanding individual differences in the situation 
awareness of workers in high -intensity jobs (Doctoral Thesis). Auburn University, United States 
-- Alabama. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304687531/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/124 
Redick, T. S., Shipstead, Z., Meier, M. E., Montroy, J. J., Hicks, K. L., Unsworth, N., … Engle, R. W. 
(2016). Cognitive predictors of a common multitasking ability: Contributions from working 
memory, attention control, and fluid intelligence. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 
145(11), 1473. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000219 
 1415 
Ree, M. J., & Carretta, T. R. (1995). Correlation of General Cognitive Ability and psychomotor 
tracking tests. (No. AL/HR-TP-1995-0009). Brooks AFB, TX: Armstrong Lab Human 
Resources Directorate. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA297608 
Ree, M. J., & Carretta, T. R. (1998). Interchangeability of verbal and quantitative scores for 
personnel selection: An example. (No. AL/HR-TP-1997-0016). Brooks AFB, TX: Armstrong 
Lab Human Resources Directorate.Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA354026 
Ree, M. J., & Carretta, T. R. (1999). Lack of ability is not always the problem. Journal of Business 
and Psychology, 14(1), 165–171. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022922904562 
Ree, M. J., & Earles, J. A. (1990). Estimating the general cognitive component of the Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB): Three faces of g (No. AFHRL-TR-90-38). Brooks AFB, 
TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA227710 
Ree, M. J., Mullins, C. J., Mathews, J. J., & Massey, R. H. (1982). Armed Services Vocational 
Aptitude Battery: Item and factor analyses of Forms 8, 9, and 10. (No. AFHRL-TR-81-55). 
Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA113465 
Reeder, M. C., Powers, C. L., Ryan, A. M., & Gibby, R. E. (2012). The role of person characteristics 
in perceptions of the validity of cognitive ability testing. International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 20(1), 53–64. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2012.00579.x 
Reeve, C. L., Bonaccio, S., & Winford, E. C. (2014). Cognitive ability, exam-related emotions and 
exam performance: A field study in a college setting. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 
39(2), 124–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2014.03.001 
 1416 
Reilly, R. R., & Manese, W. R. (1979). The validation of a minicourse for telephone company 
switching technicians. Personnel Psychology, 32(1), 83–90. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1979.tb00470.x 
Reiter-Palmon, R., Illies, J. J., & Kobe-Cross, L. M. (2009). Conscientiousness is not always a good 
predictor of performance: The case of creativity. The International Journal of Creativity & 
Problem Solving, 19(2), 27–45. 
Richards Jr., J. M., Taylor, C. W., & Price, P. B. (1962). The prediction of medical intern 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 46(2), 142. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0039288 
Riggio, R. E., Messamer, J., & Throckmorton, B. (1991). Social and academic intelligence: 
Conceptually distinct but overlapping constructs. Personality and Individual Differences, 12(7), 
695–702. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(91)90225-Z 
Ringby, K. E. C. (2001). Sex differences in mechanical aptitude: An investigation of sex differences in 
mechanical aptitude and its relation to nonverbal abilities. Retrieved from 
http://digitalcommons.unf.edu/ojii_volumes/132 
Rippey, R. M., Thal, S., & Bongard, S. J. (1981). A study of the University of Connecticut’s criteria 
for admission into medical school. Medical Education, 15(5), 298–305. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1981.tb02492.x 
Roberts, A., Dell, L., & Omer, L. (1961). A pragmatic validation of a simple, status free measure of 
intellectual ability. Retrieved from http://archive.neicon.ru/xmlui//handle/123456789/3428801 
Robins, K. W. (1994). Effects of personality and situational judgment on job performance (Doctoral 




Roehrig, S. M. (1988). Prediction of licensing examination scores in physical therapy graduates. 
Physical Therapy, 68(5), 694–698. 
Rondal, J. A. (1978). Patterns of correlations for various language measures in mother-child 
interactions for normal and Down’s Syndrome children. Language and Speech, 21(3), 242–252. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/002383097802100303 
Rosenberg, N., Skordahl, D. M., & Kaplan, H. (1961). Validation of Army Fixed-Wing Aptitude 
Battery against success in ROTC flight training (No. FRB-TRN-111). Washington, D.C.: 
Adjutant General's Office (Army).  
Rosenberg, N., Kaplan, H., & Skordahl, D. M. (1961). Validation of the Army Fixed-Wing Aptitude 
Battery against success in Army flight training (No. HFRB-TRN-112). Washington, D.C.: 




Ross, P. F. (1962). The Validity Information Exchange. Personnel Psychology, 15(1), 103–109. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1962.tb01852.x 
Ross, P. F. (1963). Validity Information Exchange. Personnel Psychology, 16(2), 171–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1963.tb01267.x 
Rosse, J. G., Miller, H. E., & Barnes, L. K. (1991). Combining personality and cognitive ability 
predictors for hiring service-oriented employees. Journal of Business and Psychology, 5(4), 431–
445. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01014493 
 1418 
Roth, P. L., Buster, M. A., & Bobko, P. (2011). Updating the trainability tests literature on Black–
White subgroup differences and reconsidering criterion-related validity. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 96(1), 34–45. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020923 
Roth, P. L., & Campion, J. E. (1992). An analysis of the predictive power of the panel interview and 
pre-employment tests. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 65(1), 51–60. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1992.tb00483.x 
Royer, J. M., Abranovic, W. A., & Sinatra, G. M. (1987). Using entering reading comprehension 
performance as a predictor of performance in college classes. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 79(1), 19. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.79.1.19 
Ruch, F. L., & Ruch, W. W. (1960). Predicting success in draftsman training with short time limit 
aptitude tests. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 20(4), 827–833. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000421 
Rush, C. H. (1953). A factorial study of sales criteria. Personnel Psychology, 6(1), 9–24. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1953.tb01027.x 
Rydval, O. (2007). The impact of financial incentives on task performance: The role of cognitive 
abilities and intrinsic motivation (Doctoral Thesis). Univerzita Karlova (Czech Republic), Czech 
Republic. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304704600/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/172 
Sackett, P. R., Gruys, M. L., & Ellingson, J. E. (1998). Ability–personality interactions when 
predicting job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(4), 545. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.4.545 
 1419 
Sackett, P. R., Walmsley, P. T., Koch, A. J., Beatty, A. S., & Kuncel, N. R. (2016). Predictor content 
matters for knowledge testing: Evidence supporting content validation. Human Performance, 
29(1), 54–71. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1120307 
Salthouse, T. A., & Saults, J. S. (1987). Multiple spans in transcription typing. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 72(2), 187. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.72.2.187 
Sanderson, K. R., Bruk-Lee, V., Viswesvaran, C., Gutierrez, S., & Kantrowitz, T. (2013). 
Multitasking: Do preference and ability interact to predict performance at work? Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 86(4), 556–563. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12025 
Sanderson, K. R., Bruk-Lee, V., Viswesvaran, C., Gutierrez, S., & Kantrowitz, T. (2016). 
Investigating the nomological network of multitasking ability in a field sample. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 91, 52–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.013 
Sartain, A. Q. (1946). Relation between scores on certain standard tests and supervisory success in an 
aircraft factory. Journal of Applied Psychology, 30(4), 328. 
Saunders, D. R. (1959a). A factor analysis of the picture completion items of the WAIS. ETS 
Research Bulletin Series, 1959(2), i-14. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1959.tb00938.x 
Saunders, D. R. (1959b). On the dimensionality of the WAIS battery for two groups of normal males. 
ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1959(1), i-17. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1959.tb00092.x 
Saunders, D. R. (1960). A factor analysis of the information and arithmetic items of the WAIS. ETS 
Research Bulletin Series, 1960(1), i-22. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1960.tb00095.x 
Savage, R. D., & Stewart, R. R. (1972). Personality and the success of card-punch operators in 
training. British Journal of Psychology, 63(3), 445–450. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8295.1972.tb01294.x 
 1420 
Sawyer, S. C. (2008). Validation of the Modern Language Aptitude Test. University of Tennessee, 
Knoxville. Retrieved from http://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss/504 
Schepers, J. M. (2004). The power of multiple battery factor analysis in coping with the effects of 
differential skewness of variables. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 30(4). 
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v30i4.174 
Schijven, M. P., Jakimowicz, J. J., & Carter, F. J. (2004). How to select aspirant laparoscopic surgical 
trainees: Establishing concurrent validity comparing Xitact LS500 index performance scores 
with standardized psychomotor aptitude test battery scores. Journal of Surgical Research, 
121(1), 112–119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2004.02.005 
Schmidt, F. L. (2011). A theory of sex differences in technical aptitude and some supporting 
evidence. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(6), 560–573. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611419670 
Schmiedek, F., Lövdén, M., & Lindenberger, U. (2014). A task is a task is a task: putting complex 
span, n-back, and other working memory indicators in psychometric context. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 5. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01475 
Schmitt, N., Pulakos, E. D., Nason, E., & Whitney, D. J. (1996). Likability and similarity as potential 
sources of predictor-related criterion bias in validation research. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 68(3), 272–286. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.0105 
Schoeman, A. (2009). The relationship between learning potential, English language proficiency and 
work-related training test results. Retrieved from http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/770 
Schubert, D. S. P. (1973). Intelligence as necessary but not sufficient for creativity. The Journal of 
Genetic Psychology, 122(1), 45–47. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.1973.10533169 
 1421 
Schultz, D. G. (1950). The relationship between scores on the Science Test of the Medical College 
Admission Test and amount of training in biology, chemistry, and physics. ETS Research 
Bulletin Series, 1950(2), i-15. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1950.tb00684.x 
Schultz, N. R., Kaye, D. B., & Hoyer, W. J. (1980). Intelligence and spontaneous flexibility in 
adulthood and old age. Intelligence, 4(3), 219–231. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-
2896(80)90020-3 
Schutz, P. A., Drogosz, L. M., White, V. E., & Distefano, C. (1998). Prior knowledge, attitude, and 
strategy use in an introduction to statistics course. Learning and Individual Differences, 10(4), 
291–308. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1041-6080(99)80124-1 
Schwager, I. T. L., Hülsheger, U. R., Bridgeman, B., & Lang, J. W. B. (2015). Graduate Student 
Selection: Graduate record examination, socioeconomic status, and undergraduate grade point 
average as predictors of study success in a western European University. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 23(1), 71–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12096 
Schweizer, K., & Koch, W. (2002). A revision of Cattell’s Investment Theory: Cognitive properties 
influencing learning. Learning and Individual Differences, 13(1), 57–82. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1041-6080(02)00062-6 
Seashore, S. (1931). The aptitude hypothesis in motor skills. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
14(5), 555–561. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0070570 
Seibert, W. F. (1958). A study of the Purdue Non-Language Adaptability Test. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 42(6), 376. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044657 
Shaban, S., & McLean, M. (2011). Predicting performance at medical school: Can we identify at-risk 
students? Advances in Medical Education and Practice, 2011(2). Retrieved from 
https://works.bepress.com/michelle_mclean/13/ 
 1422 
Shanahan, F. M., & Kantor, J. E. (1986). Basic Navigator Battery: An experimental selection 
composite for undergraduate navigator training. Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources 
Lab. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA168857 
Shanner, W. M., & Kuder, G. F. (1941). A Comparative Study of freshman week tests given at the 
University of Chicago. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1(1), 83–91. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316444100100108 
Shaw, D. C. (1949). A study of the relationships between Thurstone primary mental abilities and high 
school achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 40(4), 239. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058263 
Sheehan, D. S., & Hambleton, R. K. (1977). A predictive study of success in an individualized 
science program. School Science and Mathematics, 77(1), 13–20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1949-
8594.1977.tb09201.x 
Shideler, D. F. (2012). Effects of oxygen deprivation on pilot performance and cognitive processing 
skills: A pilot study (Master’s Thesis). Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, United States -- 
Florida. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1466003196/abstract/A55DA
1C748554C0CPQ/2195 
Shulruf, B., Poole, P., Wang, G. Y., Rudland, J., & Wilkinson, T. (2012). How well do selection tools 
predict performance later in a medical programme? Advances in Health Sciences Education, 
17(5), 615–626. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-011-9324-1 
Shuttleworth, F. K. (1944). A critical evaluation of two aspects of the Army Specialized Training 
Program in Basic Engineering. The Journal of Psychology, 18(2), 159–182. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1944.10544116 
 1423 
Siegel, A. I., & Bergman, B. A. (1972). Nonverbal and culture fair performance prediction 
procedures: I. Background, test development, and initial results. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED069726 
Silva, J. M. (1997). Using psychomotor ability for selecting TOW gunners. (No. ARI-TR-1059). 
Alexandria, VA: Army Research Inst. for the Behavioral Sciences. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA328697 
Silvia, P. J., & Sanders, C. E. (2010). Why are smart people curious? Fluid intelligence, openness to 
experience, and interest. Learning and Individual Differences, 20(3), 242–245. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.01.006 
Silvia, P. J., Thomas, K. S., Nusbaum, E. C., Beaty, R. E., & Hodges, D. A. (2016). How does music 
training predict cognitive abilities? A bifactor approach to musical expertise and intelligence. In 
Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 10, 184. https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000058 
Singer, M., Andruslak, P., Reisdorf, P., & Black, N. L. (1992). Individual differences in bridging 
inference processes. Memory & Cognition, 20(5), 539–548. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03199586 
Sippel, I. (2013). Does being smart matter? Cognitive abilities and training of simulated minimally 
invasive surgery tasks (Master’s Thesis). Retrieved December 13, 2016, from 
http://essay.utwente.nl/63337/ 
Skinner, J., & Ree, M. J. (1987). Air Force Officer Qualifying Test (AFOQT): Item and factor 
analysis of form O. (No. AFHRL-TR-86-68). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources 
Lab. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA184975 
Smith, K. M. (2014). The predictive validity of pre-admission measures on podiatric medical school 
performance. Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cehsedaddiss/204 
 1424 
Smith, M. R. (1999). An investigation of the determinants and consequences of individual differences 




Smithers, S., Catano, V. M., & Cunningham, D. P. (2004). What predicts performance in Canadian 
dental schools? Journal of Dental Education, 68(6), 598–613. 
Smithers, S. L. (2001). Predicting success in a dental training program (Master’s Thesis). Saint 
Mary’s University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304776391/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/231 
Snow, R. E., Marshalek, B., & Lohman, D. F. (1976). Correlation of selected cognitive abilities and 
cognitive processing parameters: An exploratory study. (No. TR-3). CA: Stanford Univ. School 
of Education. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA050774 
Snyder, V., & Elmore, P. B. (2016). The predictive validity of the Descriptive Tests of Language 
Skills for developmental students over a four-year college program. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448304300420 
Sörqvist, P., Hurtig, A., Ljung, R., & Rönnberg, J. (2014). High second-language proficiency protects 
against the effects of reverberation on listening comprehension. Scandinavian Journal of 
Psychology, 55(2), 91–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12115 
Sparks, R. L., & Ganschow, L. (2007). Is the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale measuring 
anxiety or language skills? Foreign Language Annals, 40(2), 260–287. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.2007.tb03201.x 
 1425 
Sparks, R. L., Ganschow, L., & Patton, J. (1995). Prediction of performance in first-year foreign 
language courses: Connections between native and foreign language learning. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 87(4), 638. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.87.4.638 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., & Humbach, N. (2009). Long-term relationships among early 
first language skills, second language aptitude, second language affect, and later second language 
proficiency. Applied Psycholinguistics, 30(4), 725–755. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716409990099 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., & Humbach, N. (2012a). Do L1 reading achievement and L1 
print exposure contribute to the prediction of L2 proficiency? Language Learning, 62(2), 473–
505. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2012.00694.x 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., & Humbach, N. (2012b). Relationships among L1 print 
exposure and early L1 literacy skills, L2 aptitude, and L2 proficiency. Reading and Writing, 
25(7), 1599–1634. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-011-9335-6 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., Humbach, N., & Javorsky, J. (2008). Early first-language 
reading and spelling skills predict later second-language reading and spelling skills. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 100(1), 162. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.1.162 
Sperl, T. C., Ree, M. J., & Steuck, K. W. (1990). Air Force Officer Qualifying Test (AFOQT) and 
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB): Analysis of common measurement 
attributes (No. AFHRL-TR-90-37). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA229193 
Sprunger, J. A. (1961). The ability of the individual to contribute to his group. Personnel Psychology, 
14(3), 317–330. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1961.tb01238.x 
 1426 
Stacey, D. G., & Whittaker, J. M. (2005). Predicting academic performance and clinical competency 
for international dental students: Seeking the most efficient and effective measures. Journal of 
Dental Education, 69(2), 270–280. 
Stallings, W. M. (1969). The predictive validity of the Torrance Figural Test (Form B) of Creative 
Thinking in the College of Fine and Applied Arts. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED060057 
Stanhope, D. S., & Surface, E. A. (2014). Examining the incremental validity and relative importance 
of specific cognitive abilities in a training context. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 13(3), 146–
156. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000116 
Stankov, L. (1983). The role of competition in human abilities revealed through auditory tests. 
Multivariate Behavioral Research Monographs, 83–1, 63. 
Stankov, L., Horn, J. L., & Roy, T. (1980). On the relationship between Gf/Gc theory and Jensen’s 
Level I/Level II theory. Journal of Educational Psychology, 72(6), 796–809. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.72.6.796 
Stankov, L., Lee, J., Luo, W., & Hogan, D. J. (2012). Confidence: A better predictor of academic 
achievement than self-efficacy, self-concept and anxiety? Learning and Individual Differences, 
22(6), 747–758. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.05.013 
Stauffer, J. M., Ree, M. J., & Carretta, T. R. (1996). Cognitive-components tests are not much more 
than g: An extension of Kyllonen’s analyses. The Journal of General Psychology, 123(3), 193–
205. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.1996.9921272 
Stauffer, J., & Ree, M. J. (1996). Predicting with logistic or linear regression: Will it make a 
difference in who is selected for pilot training? International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 
6(3), 233. 
 1427 
Steinberg, M., Segel, R. H., & Levine, H. D. (2016). Psychological determinants of academic success: 
A pilot study. Educational and Psychological Measurement. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446702700220 
Steinborn, M. B., Flehmig, H. C., Westhoff, K., & Langner, R. (2008). Predicting school achievement 
from self-paced continuous performance: Examining the contributions of response speed, 
accuracy, and response speed variability. Psychology Science, 50(4), 613. 
Sternberg, R. J., & Williams, W. M. (1997). Does the Graduate Record Examination predict 
meaningful success in the graduate training of psychology? A case study. American 
Psychologist, 52(6), 630–641. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.6.630 
Steuck, K. W., Watson, T. W., & Skinner, J. (1988). Air Force Officer Qualifying Test (AFOQT): 
Forms P pre-implementation analyses and equating (No. AFHRL-TP-88-6). Brooks AFB, TX: 
Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA201100 
Stevens, M. J., & Campion, M. A. (1999). Staffing work teams: Development and validation of a 
selection test for teamwork settings. Journal of Management, 25(2), 207–228. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(99)80010-5 
Storrs, S. V. (1952). Evaluative data on the G.A.T.B. The Personnel and Guidance Journal, 31(2), 
87–90. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4918.1952.tb01408.x 
Studer-Luethi, B., Jaeggi, S. M., Buschkuehl, M., & Perrig, W. J. (2012). Influence of neuroticism 
and conscientiousness on working memory training outcome. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 53(1), 44–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.02.012 
 1428 
Sulistyawati, K., Wickens, C. D., & Chui, Y. P. (2011). Prediction in situation awareness: Confidence 
bias and underlying cognitive abilities. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 21(2), 
153–174. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2011.556492 
Sung, Y. H., & Dawis, R. V. (1981). Level and factor structure differences in selected abilities across 
race and sex groups. Journal of Applied Psychology, 66(5), 613. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.66.5.613 
Surgent, L. V. (1947). The use of aptitude tests in the selection of radio tube mounters. Psychological 
Monographs, 61(2), i. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093559 
Süß, H.-M., Oberauer, K., Wittmann, W. W., Wilhelm, O., & Schulze, R. (2002). Working-memory 
capacity explains reasoning ability—and a little bit more. Intelligence, 30(3), 261–288. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-2896(01)00100-3 
Suzuki, Y., & Dekeyser, R. (2017). Exploratory research on second language practice distribution: An 
aptitude × treatment interaction. Applied Psycholinguistics, 38(1), 27–56. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716416000084 
Swanson, E. O., & Layton, W. L. (1959). Relationship of National Merit Scholarship screening test 
scores to test data obtained earlier in high school. Journal of Applied Psychology, 43(1), 32. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0048434 
Swinton, S. S., & Powers, D. E. (1981). Construct validity of the GMAT: A factor analytic study*. 
ETS Research Report Series, 1981(1), i-53. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1981.tb01258.x 
Szajna, B. (1994). An investigation of the predictive validity of computer anxiety and computer 
aptitude. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 54(4), 926–934. 
 1429 
Tanilon, J., Vedder, P., Segers, M., & Tillema, H. (2011). Incremental validity of a performance-
based test over and above conventional academic predictors. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 21(2), 223–226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.12.005 
Taylor, B. (1990). An approach to optimising the selection of technical staff. Asia Pacific Journal of 
Human Resources, 28(4), 19–29. https://doi.org/10.1177/103841119002800402 
Taylor, C. W. (1947). A factorial study of fluency in writing. Psychometrika, 12(4), 239–262. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02288939 
Taylor, C. W., & and Others. (1967). Exploratory research on communication abilities and creative 
abilities. Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED020544 
Taylor, J. L., O’Hara, R., Mumenthaler, M. S., Rosen, A. C., & Yesavage, J. A. (2005). Cognitive 
ability, expertise, and age differences in following air-traffic control instructions. Psychology 
and Aging, 20(1), 117–133. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.20.1.117 
Teachout, M. S., Ree, M. J., Barto, E. L., Carretta, T. R., & King, R. E. (2014). Joint analysis of two 
ability tests: Two theories, one outcome. San Antonio, TX: University of the Incarnate Word. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA597447 
Tesvich, L. K. (1995). A construct validation study of a police entrance examination (Doctoral 
Thesis). Tulane University, United States -- Louisiana. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304243542/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/131 
Thomas, J. L. (1999). Personality and motivational predictors of military leadership assessment in 
the United States Army Reserve Officer Training Corps (Doctoral Thesis). Wayne State 




Thomasson, G. L., Bloxom, B., & Wise, L. (1994). Initial operational test and evaluation of Forms 
20, 21, and 22 of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) (No. DMDC-TR-94-
001). Monterey, CA: Defense Manpower Data Center. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA280795 
Thompson, R. J., Payne, S. C., Horner, M. T., & Morey, L. C. (2012). Why borderline personality 
features adversely affect job performance: The role of task strategies. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 52(1), 32–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.08.026 
Thorndike, R. L. (1936). Factor analysis of social and abstract intelligence. Journal of educational 
psychology, 27(3), 231. 
Thornton, G. R. (1939). A factor analysis of tests designed to measure persistence. Psychological 
Monographs, 51(3), i. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093472 
Thurstone, L. L. (1938). The perceptual factor. Psychometrika, 3(1), 1–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02287914 
Thurstone, L. L. (1940). Experimental study of simple structure. Psychometrika, 5(2), 153–168. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02287873 
Tirre, W. C., & Field, K. A. (2002). Structural models of abilities measured by the Ball Aptitude 
Battery. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 62(5), 830–856. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316402236881 
Topetzes, N. J. (1957). A program for the selection of trainees in physical medicine. The Journal of 
Experimental Education, 25(4), 263–322. 
 1431 
Transki, B. T. (1988). The Graduate Record Examination (GRE) as a predictor of success at the 
Naval Postgraduate School. 
Tsai, T.-H. (2014). Validating use of a critical thinking test for the Dental Admission Test. Journal of 
Dental Education, 78(4), 552–557. 
Tukiainen, M., & Mönkkönen, E. (2002). Programming aptitude testing as a prediction of learning to 
program. In Proceedings of PPIG (pp. 45–57). 
Tziner, A., & Dolan, S. (1982). Validity of an assessment center for identifying future female officers 
in the military. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67(6), 728–736. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.67.6.728 
Urbankova, A., Eber, M., & Engebretson, S. P. (2013). A complex haptic exercise to predict 
preclinical operative dentistry performance: A retrospective study. Journal of Dental Education, 
77(11), 1443–1450. 
Van der Horst, A. C., Klehe, U.-C., & van Leeuwen, L. (2012). Doing it all at once: Multitasking as a 
predictor of call center agents’ performance and performance-based dismissal. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 20(4), 434–441. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12006 
Van Scotter, J. R., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1996). Interpersonal facilitation and job dedication as separate 
facets of contextual performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(5), 525–531. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.5.525 
Vanderwood, M. L., McGrew, K. S., Flanagan, D. P., & Keith, T. Z. (2002). The contribution of 
general and specific cognitive abilities to reading achievement. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 13(2), 159–188. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1041-6080(02)00077-8 
 1432 
Vasconcelos, A. G., Sampaio, J. dos R., & Nascimento, E. do. (2013). Validity of G-36 and 
knowledge tests in relation to performance at a training program. Estudos de Psicologia 
(Campinas), 30(1), 67–74. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-166X2013000100008 
Vasilopoulos, N. L., Cucina, J. M., & Hayes, T. L. (2005). Using response accuracy and latency 
scores from an artificial language test to predict grades in a Spanish language course. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 13(1), 92–95. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-
075X.2005.00303.x 
Vernon, P. A., & Jensen, A. R. (1984). Individual and group differences in intelligence and speed of 
information processing. Personality and Individual Differences, 5(4), 411–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(84)90006-0 
Victoroff, K. Z., & Boyatzis, R. E. (2013). What is the relationship between emotional intelligence 
and dental student clinical performance? Journal of Dental Education, 77(4), 416–426. 
Vineberg, R. O. (1971). Effects of aptitude (AFQT), job experience, and literacy on job performance: 
Summary of HumRRO work units UTILITY and REALISTIC. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED050311 
von Stumm, S. (2014). Intelligence, gender, and assessment method affect the accuracy of self-
estimated intelligence. British Journal of Psychology, 105(2), 243–253. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12031 
Wall, H. W., Marks, E., Ford, D. H., & Zeigler, M. L. (1962). Estimates of the concurrent validity of 
the W.A.I.S. and normative distributions for college freshmen. The Personnel and Guidance 
Journal, 40(8), 717–722. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-4918.1962.tb02190.x 
 1433 
Waller, D. (2000). Individual differences in spatial learning from computer-simulated environments. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 6(4), 307–321. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
898X.6.4.307 
Wang, C., Tian, Y., Chen, S., Tian, Z., Jiang, T., & Du, F. (2014). Predicting performance in 
manually controlled rendezvous and docking through spatial abilities. Advances in Space 
Research, 53(2), 362–369. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2013.10.031 
Wang, W. (2013). Testing the validity of GRE scores on predicting graduate performance for 
engineering students. Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cehsdiss/192 
Want, R. L. (1962). The validity of tests in the selection of air force pilots. Australian Journal of 
Psychology, 14(2), 133–139. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049536208255459 
Wao, J. O., Ries, R., Flood, I., Lavy, S., & Ozbek, M. E. (2016). Relationship between admission 
GRE scores and graduation GPA scores of construction management graduate students. 
International Journal of Construction Education and Research, 12(1), 37–53. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15578771.2015.1050562 
Warley, J. (1990). The selection of computer programmers : An assessment of fairness (Thesis). 
University of Cape Town. Retrieved from https://open.uct.ac.za/handle/11427/15979 
Warr, P., Allan, C., & Birdi, K. (1999). Predicting three levels of training outcome. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 72(3), 351–375. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317999166725 
Webster, W. J. (1988). Selecting effective teachers. The Journal of Educational Research, 81(4), 245–
253. 
Weisberg, S. M., Schinazi, V. R., Newcombe, N. S., Shipley, T. F., & Epstein, R. A. (2014). 
Variations in cognitive maps: Understanding individual differences in navigation. Journal of 
 1434 
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 40(3), 669–682. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035261 
Welsh, M. B., Delfabbro, P. H., Burns, N. R., & Begg, S. H. (2014). Individual differences in 
anchoring: Traits and experience. Learning and Individual Differences, 29, 131–140. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.01.002 
Whitney, E. M., Aleksejuniene, J., & Walton, J. N. (2016). Critical thinking disposition and skills in 
dental students: Development and relationship to academic outcomes. Journal of Dental 
Education, 80(8), 948–958. 
Wilkinson, B. (1953). Validity of Short Employment Tests. Personnel Psychology, 6(4), 419–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1953.tb01507.x 
Wilkinson, D., Zhang, J., & Parker, M. (2011). Predictive validity of the Undergraduate Medicine 
and  Health Sciences Admission Test for medical students’  academic performance. Medical 
Journal of Australia, 194(7). Retrieved from 
https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2011/194/7/predictive-validity-undergraduate-medicine-and-
health-sciences-admission-test 
Wilkinson, T. M., & Wilkinson, T. J. (2016). Selection into medical school: From tools to domains. 
BMC Medical Education, 16, 258. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-016-0779-x 
Williams, M. D. (1981). Discriminating between graduates and failure in the USAF medical 
laboratory specialist school: An explorative approach. (No. AFIT/NR/81-72T). Wright-
Patterson AFB, Ohio: Air Force Institute of Technology. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA116775 
 1435 
Williamson, R. L. (1969). Comparison of ASVAB and ACB Scores (No. BESRL-RM-69-1). 
Arlington, VA: Army Behavior and Systems Research Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA079342 
Willoughby, T. C. (1971). Computer Programmer Aptitude Battery: Validation study. SIGCPR 
Comput. Pers., 2(3), 6–9. https://doi.org/10.1145/1036362.1036364 
Wilson, K. (2013). Development of a Pilot Selection System for a Midwestern University Aviation 
Program. Minnesota State University, Mankato. Retrieved from 
http://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/etds/171 
Winkler, R. C. (1992). Validation of a test battery for manufacturing machine operators. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 7(2), 137–149. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013924 
Wittig, M. A., Sasse, S. H., & Giacomi, J. (1984). Predictive validity of five cognitive skills tests 
among women receiving engineering training. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 21(5), 
537–546. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.3660210511 
Wolbers, H. L. (1955). A study of the relationships between Air Force classification test scores and 
aircraft accidents (Doctoral Thesis). University of Southern California, United States -- 
California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1647269105/abstract/A55DA
1C748554C0CPQ/2281 
Wold, J. E., & Worth, C. (1991). Predicting student nurse academic failures: An analysis of four 
baccalaureate classes. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED345614 
Wolf, F. M., & Others. (1983). Comparison of the incremental validity of the old and new MCAT. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED229411 
 1436 
Wolfe, J. H., Alderton, D. L., Larson, G. E., & Held, J. D. (1995). Incremental validity of Enhanced 
Computer Administered Testing (ECAT) (No. NPRDC-TN-96-6). San Diego, CA: Navy 
Personnel Research and Deveopment Center. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA307708 
Wolfe, J. H., & Held, J. D. (2010). Standard errors of multivariate range-corrected validities. Military 
Psychology, 22(3), 356–366. https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2010.491845 
Wood, D. A., & Langevin, M. J. (1972). Moderating the prediction of grades in freshman engineering. 
Journal of Educational Measurement, 9(4), 311–320. 
Wood, D. A., & Lebold, W. K. (1968). Differential and overall prediction of academic success in 
engineering: The complementary role of DAT, SAT and HSR. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 28(4), 1223–1228. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446802800426 
Wood, W. W. (1978). A validation of some predictive criteria used by dental faculty admissions. 
University of British Columbia. Retrieved from 
https://open.library.ubc.ca/cIRcle/collections/ubctheses/831/items/1.0055788 
Workman, J. E., & Ling Zhang. (1999). Relationship of general and apparel spatial visualization 
ability. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 17(4), 169–175. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0887302X9901700401 
Wothke, W., Curran, L. T., Augustin, J. W., Guerrero, C., Bock, R. D., Fairbank, B. A., & Gillet, A. 
H. (1991). Factor analytic examination of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) and the Kit of Factor-Referenced Tests. San Antonio, TX: Operational Technologies 
Corp. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA243225 
 1437 
Yang, J. C., Glick, O. J., & McClelland, E. (1987). Academic correlates of baccalaureate graduate 
performance on NCLEX-RN. Journal of Professional Nursing, 3(5), 298–306. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S8755-7223(87)80042-X 
Yates, J., & James, D. (2010). The value of the UK Clinical Aptitude Test in predicting pre-clinical 
performance: A prospective cohort study at Nottingham Medical School. BMC Medical 
Education, 10, 55. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-10-55 
Yates, J., & James, D. (2013). The UK clinical aptitude test and clinical course performance at 
Nottingham: A prospective cohort study. BMC Medical Education, 13, 32. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-13-32 
Yeo, R. A., Ryman, S. G., Thompson, M. E., van den Heuvel, M. P., de Reus, M. A., Pommy, J., … 
Jung, R. E. (2016). Cognitive specialization for verbal vs. spatial ability in men and women: 
Neural and behavioral correlates. Personality and Individual Differences, 102, 60–67. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.037 
Youngblood, S. A., & Martin, B. J. (1982). Ability testing and graduate admissions: Decision process 
modeling and validation. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 42(4), 1153–1162. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448204200422 
Yu, J. (2008). A process model of applicant faking on overt integrity tests (Doctoral Thesis). Texas 
A&M University, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/288072283/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/71 
Zawawi, K. H., Afify, A. R., Yousef, M. K., Othman, H. I., & Al-Dharrab, A. A. (2015). Reliability 
of didactic grades to predict practical skills in an undergraduate dental college in Saudi Arabia. 
 1438 
Advances in Medical Education and Practice, 6, 259–263. 
https://doi.org/10.2147/AMEP.S72648 
Zullo, T. G. (1973). Principal Components analyses of predictor variables in dental education. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED083300 
Zysberg, L. (2009). An emerging new component of cognitive abilities in human resources selection: 
Preliminary evidence to the existence of a “process-analytic” factor in selection batteries. 


















APPENDIX III:  
DOCUMENTS CODED FOR PREDICTIVE VALIDITY META-ANALYSES 
Aamodt, M. G. (n.d.). Personality Predictors of Performance in an Introductory Computer Course. 
Abod, E. T. (2001). Interpersonal characteristics and citizenship climate as predictors of contextual 
performance in organizations (Doctoral Thesis). George Mason University, United States -- 
Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/230807728/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/307 
Abrahams, F., Friedrich, C., & Tredoux, N. (2012). Selection of postgraduate students in a South 
African management programme: How effective is the General Reasoning Test? Industry and 
Higher Education, 26(2), 139–149. https://doi.org/10.5367/ihe.2012.0086 
Abrahams, N. M., Kieckhaefer, W. F., Cole, D. R., Alf, E. F., & Pass, J. J. (1994). Classification 
utility of test composites from the ASVAB, CAT-ASVAB, and ECAT Batteries. San Diego, CA: 
RGI Inc. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA326270 
Abulhusn, K. A. (2008). The effects of exposure, cognitive ability, and interview self-efficacy on 
employment interview performance (Master’s Thesis). California State University, Long Beach, 
United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304827007/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/91 
Ackerman, P. L., & Beier, M. E. (2006). Determinants of domain knowledge and independent study 
learning in an adult sample. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(2), 366–381. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.2.366 
 1440 
Ackerman, P. L., & Cianciolo, A. T. (1999). Psychomotor abilities via touch‐panel testing: 
Measurement innovations, construct, and criterion validity. Human Performance, 12(3–4), 231–
273. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959289909539871 
Ackerman, P. L., Cianciolo, A. T., & Bowen, K. R. (1999). Improving selection for psychomotor 
skills in dentistry. Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 
43(11), 629–633. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193129904301102 
Ackerman, P. L., & Kanfer, R. (1993). Integrating laboratory and field study for improving selection: 
Development of a battery for predicting air traffic controller success. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 78(3), 413. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.413 
Adams, A. J., & Hancock, T. (2000). Work experience as a predictor of MBA performance. College 
Student Journal, 34(2), 211. 
Adamson, M. M., Samarina, V., Xiangyan, X., Huynh, V., Kennedy, Q., Weiner, M., … Taylor, J. L. 
(2010). The impact of brain size on pilot performance varies with aviation training and years of 
education. Journal of the International Neuropsychological Society, 16(3), 412–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617710000111 
Adjutant General’s Office (Army) Washington DC (1944). Validation of WCT-2 as a predictor of 
success in WAC officer candidate schools, Fort Oglethorpe, October 1943 (No. AGO-PRS-469). 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADB951165 
Agostini, D. E., Stano, A. S., & Parente, D. H. (2002). Student performance on the Comprehensive 
Osteopathic Medical Licensing Examination-USA level 2 following a clinical evaluation, 
feedback, and intervention program. The Journal of the American Osteopathic Association, 
102(9), 477–480. 
 1441 
Aguanno, J. C. (1984). An experimental test of the modifiability of cognitive aptitude validities 
(Doctoral Thesis). New York University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303305775/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/892 
Ahlberg, G., Heikkinen, T., Iselius, L., Leijonmarck, C.-E., Rutqvist, J., & Arvidsson, D. (2002). 
Does training in a virtual reality simulator improve surgical performance? Surgical Endoscopy 
and Other Interventional Techniques, 16(1), 126–129. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-001-9025-
6 
Ahlborg, L., Hedman, L., Murkes, D., Westman, B., Kjellin, A., Felländer-Tsai, L., & Enochsson, L. 
(2011). Visuospatial ability correlates with performance in simulated gynecological laparoscopy. 
European Journal of Obstetrics & Gynecology and Reproductive Biology, 157(1), 73–77. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejogrb.2011.02.007 
Ahlborg, L., Hedman, L., Nisell, H., Felländer-Tsai, L., & Enochsson, L. (2013). Simulator training 
and non-technical factors improve laparoscopic performance among OBGYN trainees. Acta 
Obstetricia et Gynecologica Scandinavica, 92(10), 1194–1201. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/aogs.12218 
Ahlborg, L., Hedman, L., Rasmussen, C., Felländer-Tsai, L., & Enochsson, L. (2012). Non-technical 
factors influence laparoscopic simulator performance among OBGYN residents. Gynecological 
Surgery, 9(4), 415–420. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10397-012-0748-2 
Ahmadi, M., & Raiszadeh, F. (1997). An examination of the admission criteria for the MBA 
programs... Education, 117(4), 540. 
Ahsmann, L. L. (1975). An evaluation of a synthetic validity model in the prediction of management 





AIR FORCE ACADEMY SELECTION VARIABLES AS PREDICTORS OF SUCCESS IN PILOT 





Akhund, S. A. (2016). Predictive value of University entrance tests in Medical Schools of Pakistan 
for academic and professional performance. University of Wollongong. Retrieved from 
http://ro.uow.edu.au/theses/4740 
Akins, D. C. (1972). The use of selected aptitude test scores for predicting achievement in modern 
foreign languages at North Texas State University. Language And Literature, Modern. 
Akiyoshi, J. (2013). The relationship between musical ability and the perception and production of L2 
prosodic features. Minnesota State University, Mankato. Retrieved from 
http://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/etds/268 
Al-Alwan, I. A. (2009). Association between scores in high school, aptitude and achievement exams 
and early performance in health science college. Saudi Journal of Kidney Diseases and 
Transplantation, 20(3), 448. 
Alberts, P. P. H. (2007). The predictive validity of a selection battery for university bridging students 
in a public sector organisation (Thesis). North-West University. Retrieved from 
https://repository.nwu.ac.za:443/handle/10394/203 
 1443 
Albishri, J. A., Aly, S. M., & Alnemary, Y. (2012). Admission criteria to Saudi medical schools. 
Which is the best predictor for successful achievement? Saudi Medical Journal, 33(11), 1222–
1226. 
Albrecht, A.-G. (n.d.). Untangling the laundry list : General Mental Ability, the Big Five, and context 
related variables as predictors for expatriate success (Doctoral Thesis). Retrieved December 15, 
2016, from http://opus.uni-lueneburg.de/opus/volltexte/2006/344/ 
Al-Dossary, S. (2001). Predicting success in higher education: predictive validity, attainment at 
school level and its relationship to degree class (Masters). Durham University. Retrieved from 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/4318/ 
Alexander, S. G. (2007). Predicting long term job performance using a cognitive ability test (Doctoral 
Thesis). University of North Texas, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304815240/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/104 
Alhadlaq, A. M., Alshammari, O. F., Alsager, S. M., Neel, K. A. F., & Mohamed, A. G. (2015). 
Ability of admissions criteria to predict early academic performance among students of health 
science colleges at King Saud University, Saudi Arabia. Journal of Dental Education, 79(6), 
665–670. 
Al-Hattami, A. A. D. (2012). Differential predictive validity of high school GPA and college entrance 
test scores for university students in Yemen. Retrieved March 2, 2017, from http://d-
scholarship.pitt.edu/11506/ 
Alkhadher, O., Clarke, D. D., & Anderson, N. (1998). Equivalence and predictive validity of paper-
and-pencil and computerized adaptive formats of the Differential Aptitude Tests. Journal of 
 1444 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 71(3), 205–217. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8325.1998.tb00673.x 
Allan, J. L., Farquharson, B., Johnston, D. W., Jones, M. C., Choudhary, C. J., & Johnston, M. 
(2014). Stress in telephone helpline nurses is associated with failures of concentration, attention 
and memory, and with more conservative referral decisions. British Journal of Psychology, 
105(2), 200–213. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12030 
Allen, D. D., & Bond, C. A. (2001). Prepharmacy predictors of success in pharmacy school: Grade 
point averages, Pharmacy College Admissions Test, communication abilities, and critical 
thinking skills. Pharmacotherapy: The Journal of Human Pharmacology and Drug Therapy, 
21(7), 842–849. https://doi.org/10.1592/phco.21.9.842.34566 
Allen, M. T., Bynum, B. H., Oliver, J. T., Russell, T. L., Young, M. C., & Babin, N. E. (2014). 
Predicting leadership performance and potential in the U.S. Army Officer Candidate School 
(OCS). Military Psychology, 26, p. 310. https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000056 
Allen, W. H., & Others, A. (1968). Study of visual and auditory presentation in dental lecture and 
laboratory instruction. Final Report. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED052746 
Allison, R. B. (1960). Learning parameters and human abilities. 
Allworth, E., & Hesketh, B. (1999). Construct-oriented biodata: Capturing change-related and 
contextually relevant future performance. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
7(2), 97–111. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00110 
Allworth, E., & Hesketh, B. (2000). Job requirements biodata as a predictor of performance in 
customer service roles. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 8(3), 137–147. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00142 
 1445 
Al-Maskari, A., & Sanderson, M. (2011). The effect of user characteristics on search effectiveness in 
information retrieval. Information Processing & Management, 47(5), 719–729. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2011.03.002 
Alnasir, F. A., & Jaradat, A. A.-K. (2013). Prediction of medical students’ performance in the medical 
school. Family Medicine & Medical Science Research. https://doi.org/10.4172/2327-
4972.1000113 
Al-Rukban, M. O., Munshi, F. M., Abdulghani, H. M., & Al-Hoqail, I. (2010). The ability of the pre-
admission criteria to predict performance in a Saudi medical school. Saudi Medical Journal, 
31(5), 560–564. 
Alstete, J. W., & Beutell, N. J. (2004). Performance indicators in online distance learning courses: a 
study of management education. Quality Assurance in Education, 12(1), 6–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09684880410517397 
Althuizen, N., Wierenga, B., & Rossiter, J. (2010). The validity of two brief measures of creative 
ability. Creativity Research Journal, 22(1), 53–61. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410903579577 
Altus, W. D. (1945). The differential validity and difficulty of subtests of the Wechsler Mental Ability 
Scale. Psychological Bulletin, 42(4), 238. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060061 
Altus, W. D. (1946). The validity of the Terman Vocabulary for Army illiterates. Journal of 
Consulting Psychology, 10(5), 268. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060760 
Altus, W. D., & Bell, H. M. (1947). The validity of a general information test for certain groups of 
Army illiterates. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 11(3), 120. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0055268 
Alwan, I. A., Kushi, M. A., Tamim, H., Magzoub, M., & Elzubeir, M. (2013). Health sciences and 
medical college preadmission criteria and prediction of in-course academic performance: a 
 1446 
longitudinal cohort study. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 18(3), 427–438. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-012-9380-1 
Amaddio, K. M. (2015). The Cognition of Multiaircraft Control (MAC): Cognitive ability predictors, 
working memory, interference, and attention control in radio communication (No. AFIT-ENV-
MS-15-M-205). Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio: Air Force Institute of Technology. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA616375 
Ambler, R. K., Bair, J. T., & Wherry, R. J. (1960). Factorial structure and validity of naval aviation 
selector variables. Aerospace Medicine, 31, 456–461. 
Andriole, D. A., Jeffe, D. B., & Whelan, A. J. (2004). What predicts surgical internship performance?. 
The American journal of surgery, 188(2), 161-164. 
An Investigation of Alternatives for Setting Second-to-Third Tour Reenlistment Standards. (n.d.). 
Retrieved August 24, 2016, from http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:44-
8cNkoXUsJ:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a164694.pdf+AFQT&site=default_collection&clien
t=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 
Analysis of Intelligence and Academic Scores as a Predictor of Promotion Rate for U.S. Army 




Anderson, D. O., Riches, E., & Zickmantel, R. (1963). Factors relating to academic performance of 
medical students at the University of British Columbia. Canadian Medical Association Journal, 
89(17), 881–888. 
 1447 
Anderson, H. E., & Guenter, F. (1961). Aptitude and course achievement in a short missile technician 
course. The Journal of Experimental Education, 29(3), 291–298. 
Anderson, H. E., Roush, S. L., & McClary, J. E. (1973). Relationships among ratings, production, 
efficiency, and the General Aptitude Test Battery scales in an industrial setting. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 58(1), 77. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0035413 
Anderson, K. R. (1974). Predictive modeling of the academic performance of USAF academy 
preparatory school graduates at the USAF academy. 
Anderson, L., Hoffman, I. I. I., Tate, B., Jenkins, J., Parish, C., Stachowski, A., & Dressel, J. D. 
(2011). Assessment of Assembling Objects (AO) for improving predictive performance of the 
Armed Forces Qualification Test (No. 029625.0.002.00). Fairfax, VA: ICF International. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA542559 
Anderson, M. R. (1954). Standardization of the General Aptitude Test Battery for three certification 
areas at Stephens College. Transactions of the Kansas Academy of Science, 57(3), 354–365. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3626061 
Anderson, R. G. (1947). Test scores and efficiency ratings of machinists. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 31(4), 377. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054011 
Annell, S., Sjöberg, A., & Sverke, M. (2014). Use and interpretation of test scores from limited 
cognitive test batteries: How g + Gc can equal g. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 55(5), 
399–408. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12140 
Aoki, H., Oman, C. M., & Natapoff, A. (2007). Virtual-reality-based 3D navigation training for 
emergency egress from spacecraft. Aviation, Space, and Environmental Medicine, 78(8), 774–
783. 
 1448 
Aramburu-Zabala, L., & Casals, M. (2003). Prediction of training performance for diesel mechanics. 
Swiss Journal of Psychology / Schweizerische Zeitschrift Für Psychologie / Revue Suisse de 
Psychologie, 62(4), 233–240. https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-0185.62.4.233 
Aramburu-Zabala Higuera, L., & Casals Riera, M. (2004). Validation of a trainability test for young 
apprentices. European Psychologist, 9(1), 56–63. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.9.1.56 
Ardila, A. (2001). Predictors of university academic performance in Colombia. International Journal 
of Educational Research, 35(4), 411–417. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(01)00038-6 
Armed Services Applicant Profile (ASAP): Development and Validation of Operational Forms. (n.d.). 
Retrieved August 24, 2016, from http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:zULjyy6-
ZQIJ:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a247533.pdf+AFQT&site=default_collection&client=dtico
l_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 
Arneson, S., Millikin-Davies, M., & Hogan, J. (1993). Validation of personality and cognitive 
measures for insurance claims examiners. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(4), 459–473. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013759 
Arning, K., & Ziefle, M. (2009). Effects of age, cognitive, and personal factors on PDA menu 
navigation performance. Behaviour & Information Technology, 28(3), 251–268. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01449290701679395 
Arora, H., Uribe, J., Ralph, W., Zeltsan, M., Cuellar, H., Gallagher, A., & Fried, M. P. (2005). 
Assessment of construct validity of the endoscopic sinus surgery simulator. Archives of 
Otolaryngology–Head & Neck Surgery, 131(3), 217–221. 
https://doi.org/10.1001/archotol.131.3.217 
 1449 
Arth, T. O. (1986). Validation of the AFOQT (Air Force Officer Qualifying Test) for non-rated 
officers (No. AFHRL-TP-85-50). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved 
from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA164134 
Arthur, W., & Fuentes, R. (1989). Relationships between personnel tests, age, and job performance. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED310330 
Arthur, W., Strong, M. H., & Williamson, J. (1994). Validation of a visual attention test as a predictor 
of driving accident involvement. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 
67(2), 173–182. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1994.tb00559.x 
Arthur Jr., W., Barrett, G. V., & Doverspike, D. (1990). Validation of an information-processing-
based test battery for the prediction of handling accidents among petroleum-product transport 
drivers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(6), 621–628. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.75.6.621 
Arthur Jr., W., Strong, M. H., Jordan, J. A., Williamson, J. E., Shebilske, W. L., & Regian, J. W. 
(1995). Visual attention: Individual differences in training and predicting complex task 
performance. Acta Psychologica, 88(1), 3–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(94)E0055-K 
Ascalon, M. E. (2004). Improving expatriate selection:  Development of a situational judgment test to 
measure cross -cultural social intelligence (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Tulsa, United 
States -- Oklahoma. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305133808/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/284 
Ash, P. (1954). Reliability and validity of the Kopas Personnel Test Battery. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 38(3), 155. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0057969 
 1450 
Aslam, U., Ilyas, M., Imran, M. K., & Ur Rahman, U. (2016). Intelligence and its impact on 
managerial effectiveness and career success: Evidence from insurance sector of Pakistan. 
Journal of Management Development, 35(4), 505–516. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-10-2015-
0153 
Atwater, D. C., & Abrahams, N. M. (1980). Evaluation of alternate ASVAB composites for selected 
navy technical schools. (No. NPRDC-TR-80-15). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA081744 
Atwater, L. E. (1992). Beyond cognitive ability: Improving the prediction of performance. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 7(1), 27–44. 
Atwater, L. E., & Yammarino, F. J. (1992). Does self-other agreement on leadership perceptions 
moderate the validity of leadership and performance predictions? Personnel Psychology, 45(1), 
141–164. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1992.tb00848.x 
Atwater, L. E., & Yammarinol, F. J. (1993). Personal attributes as predictors of superiors’ and 
subordinates’ perceptions of military academy leadership. Human Relations, 46(5), 645–668. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679304600504 
Austin, E. J., Deary, I. J., & Willock, J. (2001). Personality and intelligence as predictors of economic 
behaviour in Scottish farmers. European Journal of Personality, 15(S1), S123–S137. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.421 
Austin, K. A., Christopher, C. M., & Dickerson, D. (2016). Will I pass the bar exam?: Predicting 
student success using LSAT scores and law school performance (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 
2832835). Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network. Retrieved from 
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2832835 
 1451 
Avis, J. M. (2001). An examination of the prediction of overall, task, and contextual performance 
using three selection measures for a service -type occupation (Doctoral Thesis). The University 
of Southern Mississippi, United States -- Mississippi. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/251008840/abstract/E276647
00DA7497DPQ/42 
Avis, J. M., Kudisch, J. D., & Fortunato, V. J. (2002). Examining the incremental validity and adverse 
impact of cognitive ability and conscientiousness on job performance. Journal of Business and 
Psychology, 17(1), 87–105. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1016200317002 
Ayers, J. B., Bustamante, F. A., & Campana, P. J. (1973). Prediction of success in college foreign 
language courses. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 33(4), 939–942. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447303300426 
B, A. (1918). Vocational tests for retail saleswomen. Journal of Applied Psychology, 2(2), 148–155. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0075948 
B, D., & T, J. (1946). The effect of an increasingly well defined criterion on the prediction of success 
at Naval Training School (Tactical Radar). Journal of Applied Psychology, 30(6), 614–623. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0057022 
Backman, M. E., and Others. (1977). Examination of the aptitudes measured by work samples in the 
Micro-TOWER evaluation system. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=53&id=ED152784 
Bagozzi, R. P. (1978). Salesforce performance and satisfaction as a function of individual difference, 
interpersonal, and situational factors. Journal of Marketing Research, 15(4), 517–531. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3150622 
 1452 
Bagozzi, R. P. (1980). Performance and satisfaction in an industrial sales force: An examination of 
their antecedents and simultaneity. Journal of Marketing, 44(2), 65–77. 
Baier, D. E. (2016). Selection and evaluation of West Point cadets. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316444800800203 
Baier, D. E., & Dugan, R. D. (1957). Factors in sales success. Journal of Applied Psychology, 41(1), 
37–40. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0042034 
Bain, S. K., McCallum, R. S., Bell, S. M., Cochran, J. L., & Sawyer, S. C. (2010). Foreign language 
learning aptitudes, attitudes, attributions, and achievement of postsecondary students identified 
as gifted. Journal of Advanced Academics, 22(1), 130–156. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X1002200106 
Bair, J. T., Lockman, R. F., & Martoccia, C. T. (1956). Validity and factor analyses of naval air 
training predictor and criterion measurers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 40(4), 213–219. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0043046 
Baird, L. L. (1969). The prediction of grades in occupational and academic curricula in 2-year 
colleges. Journal of Educational Measurement, 6(4), 247–254. 
Baird, L. L. (1975). Comparative prediction of first year graduate and professional school grades in 
six fields. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 35(4), 941–946. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447503500423 
Baker, H. H., Cope, M. K., Fisk, R., Gorby, J. N., & Foster, R. W. (2000). Relationship of 
preadmission variables and first- and second-year course performance to performance on the 
National Board of Osteopathic Medical Examiners’ COMLEX-USA Level 1 examination. The 
Journal of the American Osteopathic Association, 100(3), 153–161. 
 1453 
Baldock, M. R. J., Mathias, J., McLean, J., & Berndt, A. (2007). Visual attention as a predictor of on-
road driving performance of older drivers. Australian Journal of Psychology, 59(3), 159–168. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530701458035 
Baldwin, R. D., Cliborn, R. E., & Foskett, R. J. (1976). The Acquisition and Retention of Visual 
Aircraft Recognition Skills. 
Baldwin, T. T., Magjuka, R. J., & Loher, B. T. (1991). The perils of participation: Effects of choice of 
training on trainee motivation and learning. Personnel Psychology, 44(1), 51–65. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00690.x 
Bale, R. M., & Ambler, R. K. (1971). Application of college and flight background questionnaires as 
supplementary noncognitive measures for use in the selection of student naval aviators. 
Aerospace Medicine, 42(11), 1178–1181. 
Barfield, W., LeBold, W. K., Salvendy, G., & Shodja, S. (1983). Cognitive factors related to 
computer programming and software productivity. Proceedings of the Human Factors Society 
Annual Meeting, 27(7), 647–651. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193128302700728 
Barnard, M., & Schaap, P. (2005). The concurrent validity of the technical test battery as an indicator 
of work performance in a telecommunications company. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 
31(2). https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v31i2.197 
Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Strauss, J. P. (1993). Conscientiousness and performance of sales 
representatives: Test of the mediating effects of goal setting. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
78(5), 715–722. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.5.715 
Barron, L. G., Carretta, T. R., & Rose, M. R. (2016). Aptitude and trait predictors of manned and 
unmanned aircraft pilot job performance. Military Psychology, 28(2), 65. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000109 
 1454 
Barron, L. G., & Rose, M. R. (2013). Relative validity of distinct spatial abilities: An example with 
implications for diversity. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 21(4), 400–406. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12049 
Barros, E., Kausel, E. E., Cuadra, F., & Díaz, D. A. (2014). Using General Mental Ability and 
personality traits to predict job performance in three Chilean organizations. International Journal 
of Selection and Assessment, 22(4), 432–438. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12089 
Bartone, P. T., Kelly, D. R., & Matthews, M. D. (2013). Psychological hardiness predicts adaptability 
in military leaders: A prospective study. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
21(2), 200–210. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12029 
Bartone, P. T., Snook, S. A., & Tremble, J., Trueman R. (2002). Cognitive and personality predictors 
of leader performance in West Point cadets. Military Psychology (Taylor & Francis Ltd), 14(4), 
321–338. 
Bartram, D., & Dale, H. C. A. (1982). The Eysenck Personality Inventory as a selection test for 
military pilots. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 55(4), 287–296. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1982.tb00102.x 
Bass, B. M. (1962). Further evidence on the dynamic character of criteria. Personnel Psychology, 
15(1), 93–97. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1962.tb01850.x 
Bass, B. M., & Wurster, C. R. (1953). Effects of company rank on LGD performance of oil refinery 
supervisors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 37(2), 100–104. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058988 
Bates, M. J. (2002). Risk factor model predicting the relationship between stress and performance in 
explosive ordnance disposal training (Doctoral Thesis). Uniformed Services University of the 




Bauer, K. N. (2013). The impact of trainee characteristics on transfer of training over time (Doctoral 
Thesis). Old Dominion University, United States -- Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1459888231/abstract/16CC17
2DC7CC40F1PQ/577 
Bauer, R., & Others, A. (1968). Predicting Performance in a Computer Programming Course. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED026872 
Baugous, A. M. (2007). More than a mean: Broadening the definition of employee performance 
(Doctoral Thesis). The University of Tennessee, United States -- Tennessee. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304829968/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/260 
Bauwens, E. E., & Gerhard, G. G. (1987). The use of the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal 
to predict success in a baccalaureate nursing program. Journal of Nursing Education, 26(7), 278–
281. https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-19870901-06 
Baxter, T. D. (1978). Predicting Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) Performance for Air Force 
Academy Graduates. 
Bayroff, A. G. (1949). Validation of Male Officer Candidate School (OCS) Selection Instruments. 1. 
Validation against Graduation. PJ 4118-04 (No. AGO-PRS-819). ADJUTANT GENERAL’S 
OFFICE (ARMY) WASHINGTON DC, ADJUTANT GENERAL’S OFFICE (ARMY) 
WASHINGTON DC. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADB951556 
 1456 
Beckham, T. W. (1974). A differential weighting of the undergraduate grade-point average as a 
method of improving the procedure for selecting students for dental school. 0727 - 
EDUCATION, CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION. 
Bedford, C. L. (2011). The Role of Learning Agility in Workplace Performance and Career 




Beehr, T. A., Ivanitskaya, L., Hansen, C. P., Erofeev, D., & Gudanowski, D. M. (2001). Evaluation of 
360 degree feedback ratings: Relationships with each other and with performance and selection 
predictors. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22(7), 775–788. 
Beeman, P. B., & Waterhouse, J. K. (2001). NCLEX-RN performance: Predicting success on the 
computerized examination. Journal of Professional Nursing, 17(4), 158–165. 
https://doi.org/10.1053/jpnu.2001.24860 
Behar-Horenstein, L. S., Garvan, C. W., Bowman, B. J., Bulosan, M., Hancock, S., Johnson, M., & 
Mutlu, B. (2011). Cognitive and learning styles as predictors of success on the National Board 
Dental Examination. Journal of Dental Education, 75(4), 534–543. 
Beier, M. E. (2003). Ability, personality, interests, and experience determinants of domain knowledge 





Beier, U. S., Kapferer, I., Ostermann, H., Staudinger, R., & Dumfahrt, H. (2010). Impact of a novel 
dental school admission test on student performance at Innsbruck Medical University, Austria. 
Journal of Dental Education, 74(5), 531–538. 
Bell, B. S. (1999). The effects of guidance on learning and training performance in a complex 




Bell, B. S. (2002). An examination of the instructional, motivational, and emotional elements of error 
training (Doctoral Thesis). Michigan State University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/252314179/abstract/DB3B00
91FB9A4AA3PQ/383 
Bell, B. S., & Kozlowski, S. W. J. (2008). Active learning: Effects of core training design elements on 
self-regulatory processes, learning, and adaptability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(2), 296. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.296 
Bell, B. S., & Kozlowski, W. J. (2002). Goal orientation and ability: Interactive effects on self-
efficacy, performance, and knowledge. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 497. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.497 
Bell, D. (1976). Programmer selection and programming errors. The Computer Journal, 19(3), 202–
206. https://doi.org/10.1093/comjnl/19.3.202 
Bell, P., & Bell, P. (2008). Awareness, aptitude, and French grammatical gender : an exploratory 
study (masters). Concordia University. Retrieved from 
http://spectrum.library.concordia.ca/975772/ 
 1458 
Benavidez, J. E. (2005). Expanding the predictor and criterion space to reduce adverse impact in a 
public sector environment (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Oklahoma, United States -- 
Oklahoma. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305438075/abstract/E276647
00DA7497DPQ/48 
Bennett, G. K., & Gelink, M. (1953). The Short Employment Tests. Personnel Psychology, 6(2), 151–
157. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1953.tb01036.x 
Berger, R. M. (1968). Selection of Systems Analysts and Programmer Trainees. In Proceedings of the 
Sixth SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel Research (pp. 44–63). New York, NY, USA: 
ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/1142648.1142654 
Bergersen, G. R., & Gustafsson, J.-E. (2011). Programming skill, knowledge, and working memory 
among professional software developers from an investment theory perspective. Journal of 
Individual Differences, 32(4), 201–209. https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000052 
Bergersen, G. R., Sjøberg, D. I. K., & Dybå, T. (2014). Construction and validation of an instrument 
for measuring programming skill. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering, 40(12), 1163–
1184. https://doi.org/10.1109/TSE.2014.2348997 
Bergman, M. E., Donovan, M. A., Drasgow, F., Overton, R. C., & Henning, J. B. (2008). Test of 
theory of individual differences in task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 21(3), 
227–253. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959280802137606 
Bergman, M. E., Drasgow, F., Donovan, M. A., Henning, J. B., & Juraska, S. E. (2006). Scoring 
situational judgment tests: Once you get the data, your troubles begin. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 14(3), 223–235. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2006.00345.x 
 1459 
Berkovsky, K. L. (1995). The influence of cognitive ability, goal orientation and self-regulatory 
factors on task performance (Doctoral Thesis). Georgia Institute of Technology, United States -- 
Georgia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304209286/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/6 
Berkshire, J. R. (1967). EVALUATION OF SEVERAL EXPERIMENTAL AVIATION SELECTION 
TESTS (No. NAMI-1003). NAVAL AEROSPACE MEDICAL INST PENSACOLA FL, 
NAVAL AEROSPACE MEDICAL INST PENSACOLA FL. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0653441 
Berman, M. C. (1986). Report of a study correlating the performance of sonographers with their 
cognitive abilities. Journal of Diagnostic Medical Sonography, 2(1), 13–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/875647938600200102 
Bernreuter, R. G., & Goodman, C. H. (1941). A study of the Thurstone Primary Mental Abilities 
Tests applied to freshman engineering students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 32(1), 55. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0062956 
Bhattacharya, S. K. (1979). A study of psychological test performance, physiological parameters and 
production of weavers using ear protectors in a noisy loomshed (Doctoral Thesis). Gujarat 
University (India), India. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1728322748/abstract/270D44
60679246D1PQ/1520 
Bhatti, M. A., & Anwar, M. (2012). Does entry test make any difference on the future performance of 
medical students? JPMA. The Journal of the Pakistan Medical Association, 62(7), 664–668. 
 1460 
Bialystok, E., & Fröhlich, M. (1978). Variables of classroom achievement in second language 
learning. The Modern Language Journal, 62(7), 327–336. https://doi.org/10.2307/324451 
Biamonte, A. J. (1964). Predicting Success in Programmer Training. In Proceedings of the Second 
SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel Research (pp. 9–12). New York, NY, USA: ACM. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/1142635.1142637 
Bing, M. N., & Lounsbury, J. W. (2000). Openness and job performance in U.S.-based Japanese 
manufacturing companies. Journal of Business and Psychology, 14(3), 515–522. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022940519157 
Bissonette, K. M. (2009). The relationship of the armed services vocational apptitude battery on job 
satisfaction: An analysis of sergeants’ major (Doctoral Thesis). Capella University, United 
States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305162535/abstract/A55DA1
C748554C0CPQ/2300 
Bizot, E. B., & Goldman, S. H. (1993). Prediction of satisfactoriness and satisfaction: An 8-year 
follow up. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 43(1), 19–29. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1993.1027 
Black, A. A. (2005). Spatial ability and earth science conceptual understanding. Journal of 
Geoscience Education, 53(4), 402–414. https://doi.org/10.5408/1089-9995-53.4.402 
Black, M. S. (1999). The efficacy of personality and interest measures as a supplement to cognitive 
measures in the prediction of military training performance (M.Sc.). Saint Mary’s University 




Blanchet, R. (2016). Predicting First-Semester College Student Success at a Small Technology 
College. St. John Fisher College. Retrieved from http://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd/261 
Blau, G. (1990). Exploring the mediating mechanisms affecting the relationship of recruitment source 
to employee performance. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 37(3), 303–320. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(90)90047-6 
Blickle, G., Kramer, J., Schneider, P. B., Meurs, J. A., Ferris, G. R., Mierke, J., … Momm, T. D. 
(2011). Role of political skill in job performance prediction beyond General Mental Ability and 
personality in cross-sectional and predictive studies. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 
41(2), 488–514. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00723.x 
Blickle, G., Momm, T. S., Kramer, J., Mierke, J., Liu, Y., & Ferris, G. R. (2009). Construct and 
criterion-related validation of a measure of emotional reasoning skills: A two-study 
investigation. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 17(1), 101–118. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2009.00455.x 
Blue, R. I., & Divilbiss, J. L. (1981). Optimizing selection of library school students. Journal of 
Education for Librarianship, 21(4), 301–312. https://doi.org/10.2307/40322693 
Blum, M., & Candee, B. (1941). The selection of department store packers and wrappers with the aid 
of certain psychological tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 25(1), 76–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0059255 
Boatman, P. R. (2008). An application of Behavior Modeling Training to complex skill acquisition 




Boer LC, Harsveld M, & Hermans PH. (1997). The selective-listening task as a test for pilots and air 
traffic controllers. Military Psychology, 9(2), 137–137. 
Bondmass, M. D., Moonie, S., & Kowalski, S. (2008). Comparing NET and ERI standardized exam 
scores between baccalaureate graduates who pass or fail the NCLEX-RN. International Journal 
of Nursing Education Scholarship, 5(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.2202/1548-923X.1477 
Booth, R. F., & Peterson, F. E. (1968). EXPANSION OF THE NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER STUDENT 
PREDICTION SYSTEM. 
Booth-Kewley, S. (1984a). Validation of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) in 
Cryptologic Technician Technical (CTT) “A” School. 
Booth-Kewley, S. (1984). Validation of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) and 
the English Diagnostic Test (EDT) for Performance in Basic Journalist (JO) “A” School (No. 
MPL-TN-84-3). NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENTCENTER SAN 
DIEGO CA MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL LAB, NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENTCENTER SAN DIEGO CA MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL LAB. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA146882 
Booth-Kewley, S. (1984b). Validation of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB): 
Selection Criteria for the Strategic Weapons Systems Electronics “A” School. (No. NPRDC-TR-
84-22). NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO 
CA, NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA139029 
Booth-Kewlwy, S., Foley, P. P., & Swanson, L. (1984). Predictive Validation of the Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Forms 8, 9, and 10 against Performance in 100 Navy 
Schools (No. NPRDC-TR-85-15). NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND 
 1463 
DEVELOPMENTCENTER SAN DIEGO CA, NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENTCENTER SAN DIEGO CA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA149695 
Bordelon, V. P., & Kantor, J. E. (1986). Utilization of Psychomotor Screening for USAF Pilot 
Candidates: Independent and Integrated Selection Methodologies. (No. AFHRL-TR-86-4). AIR 
FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX, AIR FORCE HUMAN 
RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA170353 
Borman, W. C., Brantley, L. B., & Hanson, M. A. (2014). Progress toward understanding the 
structure and determinants of job performance: A focus on task and citizenship performance. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 22(4), 422–431. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12088 
Borman, W. C., Hanson, M. A., Oppler, S. H., Pulakos, E. D., & White, L. A. (1993). Role of early 
supervisory experience in supervisor performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(3), 443. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.3.443 
Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and contextual performance: The 
meaning for personnel selection research. Human Performance, 10(2), 99–109. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002_3 
Borman, W. C., White, L. A., Pulakos, E. D., & Oppler, S. H. (1991). Models of supervisory job 
performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(6), 863. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.76.6.863 
 1464 
Bosco, F., Allen, D. G., & Singh, K. (2015). Executive attention: An alternative perspective on 
general mental ability, performance, and subgroup differences. Personnel Psychology, 68(4), 
859–898. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12099 
Bosshardt, M. J., Carter, G. W., Gialluca, K. A., Dunnette, M. D., & Ashworth, S. D. (1992). 
Predictive validation of an insurance agent support person selection battery. Journal of Business 
and Psychology, 7(2), 213–224. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013930 
Bottger, P., & Yetton, P. (1982). Student assessment and GMAT: Quantitative versus verbal 
components in performance on examinations and assignments. Australian Journal of 
Management, 7(1), 9–18. https://doi.org/10.1177/031289628200700102 
Bower, G. L., & Others, A. (1975). A concurrent validity study relating the Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude Battery to Success in High School Vocational-Technical Courses. Final 
Report. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED109258 
Boyles, W. R., & Wahlberg, J. L. (1971). Prediction of Army Aviator Performance: Description of a 
Developing System. 
Bradley, J. P. (1997). Predicting basic military officer training performance with three types of 
personality measures: Self-reports, interviewer ratings and reference ratings (Doctoral Thesis). 
The University of Western Ontario (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304402169/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/174 
Brady, J. I. (1979). Surface practice, level of manual dexterity, and performance of an underwater 
assembly task. Human Factors, 21(1), 25–33. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872087902100104 
Bramble, W. J. (1999). Stability of performance-based ability tests during simulated flight training 




Brandt, M. G., & Davies, E. T. (2006). Visual-spatial ability, learning modality and surgical knot 
tying. Canadian Journal of Surgery, 49(6), 412–416. 
Bray, D. W., & Campbell, R. J. (1968). Selection of salesmen by means of an assessment center. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 52(1), 36. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0025353 
Brayfield, A. H., & Marsh, M. M. (1957). Aptitudes, interests, and personality characteristics of 
farmers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 41(2), 98. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0043236 
Bridgham, R. G. (1990). Improved Prediction, for Medical Students with Low MCATS, of Indices of 
Preclinical Performance. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED320960 
Broach, D. (2012). Incremental Validity of Biographical Data in the Prediction of En Route Air 
Traffic Control Specialist Technical Skills. 
Brothers, T. E., & Wetherholt, S. (2007). Importance of the faculty interview during the resident 
application process. Journal of Surgical Education, 64(6), 378–385. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsurg.2007.05.003 
Brown, K. G., Le, H., & Schmidt, F. L. (2006). Specific aptitude theory revisited: Is there incremental 
validity for training performance? International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(2), 87–
100. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2006.00336.x 
Bruce, J., Tannenbaum, S. I., & Kavanagh, M. J. (1995). Applying trained skills on the job: The 
importance of the work environment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(2), 239–252. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.2.239 
 1466 
Brutten, S. R., Angelis, P. J., & Perkins, K. (1985). Music and memory: Predictors for attained ESL 
oral proficiency. Language Learning, 35(2), 299–313. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
1770.1985.tb01030.x 
Bucklin, B. L. (1971). Field Dependence and Visual Detection Ability. 
Buddhavarapu, S. (2007). The relationship between work experience and leader traits in the 
prediction of leadership effectiveness (Doctoral Thesis). Wayne State University, United States -
- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304801752/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/14 
Bühner, M., Kröner, S., & Ziegler, M. (2008). Working memory, visual–spatial-intelligence and their 
relationship to problem-solving. Intelligence, 36(6), 672–680. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2008.03.008 
Burke, B. G., Kemery, E. R., Sauser, W. I., & Dyer, F. N. (1989). Intelligence and physical fitness as 
predictors of success in early infantry training. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 69(1), 263–271. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1989.69.1.263 
Burke, E., Hobson, C., & Linsky, C. (1997). Large sample validations of three general predictors of 
pilot training success. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 7(3), 225. 
Burkolter, D., Kluge, A., Sauer, J., & Ritzmann, S. (2009). The predictive qualities of operator 
characteristics for process control performance: The influence of personality and cognitive 
variables. Ergonomics, 52(3), 302–311. https://doi.org/10.1080/00140130802376067 
Burns, S. M. (2011). Predicting academic progression for student registered nurse anesthetists. AANA 
Journal, 79(3), 193–201. 
 1467 
Burroughs, W. A., & White, L. L. (1996). Predicting sales performance. Journal of Business & 
Psychology, 11(1), 73–84. 
Burton, L., & Dowling, D. (2010). In search of factors that influence academic success: a comparison 
between on-campus and distance students. In A. Gardner & L. Jolly (Eds.), Proceedings of the 
21st Annual Conference for the Australasian Association for Engineeirng Education (AaeE 
2010) (pp. 582–589). Sydney, Australia: University of Technology, Sydney. Retrieved from 
http://aaee.com.au/conferences/AAEE2010/PDF/AUTHOR/AE100001.PDF 
Burton, L. J., & Dowling, D. G. (2009). Key factors that influence engineering students’ academic 
success: a longitudinal study. In L. Mann & R. Hadgraft (Eds.), Proceedings of the Research in 
Engineering Education Symposium (REES 2009) (pp. 1–6). Melbourne, Australia: University of 
Melbourne. Retrieved from http://rees2009.pbworks.com/f/rees2009_submission_10.pdf 
Burton, L. J., & Dowling, D. G. (2010). The effects of gender on the success of a cohort of 
engineering students. In E. Willis (Ed.), Proceedings of Engineering Education Conference (EE 
2010) (pp. 1–10). Loughborough, United Kingdom: Higher Education Academy Engineering 
Subject Centre. Retrieved from 
http://www.engsc.ac.uk/downloads/scholarart/ee2010/66_GP_Burton.pdf 
Busciglio, H. H., & Teplitzky, M. L. (1994). Predicting Land Navigation Performance in the Special 
Forces Qualification Course. (No. ARI-TR-1015). ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE 
BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA, ARMY RESEARCH INST 
FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA289792 
Busciglio, H. H., Teplitzky, M. L., & Welborn, C. (1991). Project A Spatial Tests and Military 
Orienteering Performance in the Special Forces Assessment and Selection Program (No. ARI-
 1468 
TR-921). ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
ALEXANDRIA VA, ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL 
SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA233432 
Butcher, D. F., & Muth, W. A. (1985). Predicting performance in an introductory computer science 
course. Commun. ACM, 28(3), 263–268. https://doi.org/10.1145/3166.3167 
Butemeyer, J. A. (1990). The effects of goal type and ability on self-regulation in simple and complex 
tasks (Doctoral Thesis). Texas A&M University, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303901341/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/811 
Butler, R. P., & McCauley, C. (1987). Extraordinary stability and ordinary predictability of academic 
success at the United States Military Academy. Journal of Educational Psychology, 79(1), 83–
86. 
Buyse, T., & Lievens, F. (2011). Situational judgment tests as a new tool for dental student selection. 
Journal of Dental Education, 75(6), 743–749. 
Byrne, A. T., Arnett, R., Farrell, T., & Sreenan, S. (2014). Comparison of performance in a four year 
graduate entry medical programme and a traditional five/six year programme. BMC Medical 
Education, 14, 248. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-014-0248-3 
Byrne, C. L., & Broach, D. (2014). An evaluation of the utility of AT-SAT for the placement of new 
controllers by option. Retrieved from https://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=1330661 
C, F., & Isaacs, S. (1921). Psychological Research in Aviation in Italy, France, England, and the 
American Expeditionary Forces. Journal of Comparative Psychology, 1(2), 115–148. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0070608 
 1469 
Calkins, E. V., Willoughby, T. L., & Arnold, L. M. (1982). Predictors of performance of minority 
students in the first two years of a BA/MD Program. Journal of the National Medical 
Association, 74(7), 625–632. 
Camp, J. (1979). The relationship between the Graduate Record Examinations Aptitude Test and 
graduate grade point average in a Master of Arts in Counseling program. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 39(2), 429–431. 
Campbell, C. H., & Black, B. A. (1982). Predicting trainability of M1 crewmen (No. HUMRRO-FR-
MTRD(KY)-82-7). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA138933 
Campbell, J. T., and Others. (1970). Prediction of job performance for Negro and White medical 
technicians: The prediction of supervisors’ ratings from aptitude tests, using a cross-ethnic 
cross-validation procedure. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=40&id=ED053210 
Campbell, J. T., and Others. (1973). An investigation of sources of bias in the prediction of job 
performance: A six-year study. Final project report. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED109155 
Campbell, J. T., Otis, J. L., Liske, R. E., & Prien, E. P. (1962). Assessments of higher-level personnel: 
II. Validity of the over-all assessment process. Personnel Psychology, 15(1), 63–74. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1962.tb01847.x 
Campbell, M. (2007). Error management training from a resource allocation perspective: An 
investigation of individual differences and the training components that contribute to transfer 




Campbell, S. G., & Norman, K. L. (2007). Strategy, spatial visualization ability, and performance on 
website navigation. Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 
51(13), 832–836. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193120705101303 
Campbell, S. K. (2001). Investigating the use of alternative predictors of training performance in the 
Canadian Forces Operator occupations (Master’s Thesis). Saint Mary’s University (Canada), 
Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304774065/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/69 
Campbell SK, & Catano VM. (2004). Using measures of specific abilities to predict training 
performance in Canadian Forces operator occupations. Military Psychology (Taylor & Francis 
Ltd), 16(3), 183–201. 
Campion, J. E. (1972). Work sampling for personnel selection. Journal of Applied Psychology, 56(1), 
40. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0032131 
Campion, M. A., Campion, J. E., & Hudson Jr., J. P. (1994). Structured interviewing: A note on 
incremental validity and alternative question types. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(6), 998. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.998 
Campion, M. A., Pursell, E. D., & Brown, B. K. (1988). Structured interviewing: Raising the 
psychometric properties of the employment interview. Personnel Psychology, 41(1), 25–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1988.tb00630.x 
 1471 
Capstick, C. K., Gordon, J. D., & Salvadori, A. (1975). Predicting performance by university students 
in introductory computing courses. SIGCSE Bull., 7(3), 21–29. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/382216.382483 
Carey, N. B. (1990). Alternative measures of rifle skills (No. CRM-90-55). Alexandria, VA: Center 
for Naval Analyses. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA233832 
Carey, N. B. (1992). Factor structure and incremental validity of the Enhanced Computer- 
Administered Tests (No. CRM-92-36). Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analyses Operations 
and Support Div. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA263894 
Carlson, A. B. (n.d.). Factor analysis and validity study of the Law School Admission Test Battery. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED128441 
Carr, L. S. (1992). The development of a task-specific information processing battery and the 
detection of individual differences in resource dependent and resource independent process 
control tasks (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Akron, United States -- Ohio. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303991473/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/779 
Carretta, T. R. (1987a). Basic Attributes Test (BAT) system: A preliminary evaluation (No. AFHRL-
TP-87-20). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA188503 
Carretta, T. R. (1987b). Spatial ability as a predictor of flight training performance (No. AFHRL-TP-
86-70). AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX, AIR FORCE HUMAN 
RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA183141 
Carretta, T. R. (1987c). Time-sharing ability as a predictor of flight training performance. 
 1472 
Carretta, T. R. (1988). Relationship of encoding speed and memory tests to flight training 
performance. (No. AFHRL-TP-87-49). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA190670 
Carretta, T. R. (1997). Group differences on US Air Force pilot selection tests. International Journal 
of Selection and Assessment, 5(2), 115–127. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00051 
Carretta, T. R. (2005). Development and validation of the Test of Basic Aviation Skills (TBAS). 
Wright-Patterson AFB, OH: Air Force Research Lab Human Effectiveness Directorate. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA442563 
Carretta, T. R. (2008). Predictive validity of the Air Force Officer Qualifying Test for USAF air battle 
manager training performance (No. AFRL-RH-WP-TR-2009-0007). Wright-Patterson AFB, 
OH: Air Force Research Lab Human Effectiveness Directorate. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA510161 
Carretta, T. R. (2009). Predictive validity of the Air Force Officer Qualifying Test (AFOQT) for non-
rated officer specialties (No. AFRL-RH-WP-TR-2010-0065). Wright-Patterson AFB, OH: Air 
Force Research Lab Human Effectiveness Directorate. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA520877 
Carretta, T. R. (2010). Predictive validity of the Air Force Officer Qualifying Test for non-rated 
officer specialties. Military Psychology, 22(4), 450–464. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2010.513261 
Carretta, T. R. (2013). Predictive validity of pilot selection instruments for remotely piloted aircraft 
training outcome. Aviation, Space, and Environmental Medicine, 84(1), 47–53. 
https://doi.org/10.3357/ASEM.3441.2013 
 1473 
Carretta, T. R., & King, R. E. (2008a). Improved military air traffic controller selection methods as 
measured by subsequent training performance. Aviation, Space, and Environmental Medicine, 
79(1), 36–43. https://doi.org/10.3357/ASEM.2166.2008 
Carretta, T. R., & King, R. E. (2008b). USAF enlisted air traffic controller selection: Examination of 
the predictive validity of the FAA air traffic selection and training battery versus training 
performance. 
Carretta, T. R., & Ree, M. J. (1995). Air Force Officer Qualifying Test validity for predicting pilot 
training performance. Journal of Business and Psychology, 9(4), 379–388. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02230977 
Carretta, T. R., & Ree, M. J. (1997). Male and female causal models of pilot skill acquisition: A 
preliminary evaluation (No. AL/HR-TP-1997-0033). Brooks AFB, TX: Armstrong Lab. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA339589 
Carretta, T. R., Rose, M. R., & Barron, L. G. (2015). Predictive validity of UAS/RPA sensor operator 
training qualification measures. Wright-Patternson AFB, OH: Air Force Research lab.  
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA620393 
Carretta, T. R., Teachout, M. S., Ree, M. J., Barto, E. L., King, R. E., & Michaels, C. F. (2014). 
Consistency of the relations of cognitive ability and personality traits to pilot training 
performance. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 24(4), 247–264. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2014.949200 
Carretta, T. S., Perry Jr., D. C., & Ree, M. J. (1996). Prediction of situational awareness in F-15 
pilots. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 6(1), 21. 
Carroll, J. B. (1959). Use of the Modern Language Aptitude Test in secondary schools. The Yearbook 
of the National Council on Measurements Used in Education, (16), 155–159. 
 1474 
Carroll, J. B. (1964). The prediction of success in intensive foreign language training. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED038051 
Carter, G. C. (1952). Measurement of supervisory ability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 36(6), 393–
395. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0057782 
Carter, M., & Beier, M. E. (2010). The effectiveness of error management training with working-aged 
adults. Personnel Psychology, 63(3), 641–675. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2010.01183.x 
Carty, M., Stough, C., & Gillespie, N. (1999). The psychological predictors of work accidents and 
driving convictions in the transport industry (Vol. 3, pp. 4-1-4–13). Presented at the Safety in 
Action, IPSO Australia. Retrieved from http://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:212830 
Case, H. W. (1947). Selection of aircraft engineering draftsmen and designers. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 31(6), 583–588. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0061295 
Cassel, R. N., & Reier, G. W. (1971). Comparative analysis of concurrent and predictive validity for 
the GATB Clerical Aptitude Test Battery. The Journal of Psychology, 79(1), 135-140. 
Cassenti, D. N., Rice, V. J., & Rose, P. N. (2015). The relationship between U.S. military aptitude 
testing and academic performance during Army combat medic training. Proceedings of the 
Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 59(1), 859–863. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541931215591257 
Causse, M., Dehais, F., & Pastor, J. (2011). Executive functions and pilot characteristics predict flight 
simulator performance in general aviation pilots. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 
21(3), 217–234. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2011.582441 
 1475 
Cavaiani, T. P. (1988). An investigation of the relationship between cognitive style and the diagnostic 
skills of novice COBOL student programmers. Retrieved from 
http://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/xmlui/handle/1957/16730 
Cavanagh, T. M. (2014). Cheating on online assessment tests: Prevelance and impact on validity 
(Doctoral Thesis). Colorado State University, United States -- Colorado. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1615129366/abstract/583296
2814404AC1PQ/299 
Cavazotte, F., Moreno, V., & Hickmann, M. (2012). Effects of leader intelligence, personality and 
emotional intelligence on transformational leadership and managerial performance. The 
Leadership Quarterly, 23(3), 443–455. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.10.003 
Cellar, D. F., Grendel, D. J. G. D., Klawsky, J. D., & Miller, M. L. (1996). The validity of personality, 
service orientation, and reading comprehension measures as predictors of flight attendant 
training performance. Journal of Business and Psychology, 11(1), 43–54. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02278254 
Cerutti, B., Bernheim, L., & Van Gessel, E. (2013). The predictive validity of the aptitude test for the 
performance of students starting a medical curriculum. Swiss Medical Weekly, 143. 
Chamberlain, T. (2004). Personality and a new Canadian Dental Association interview : Implications 
for dental student selection. Retrieved from http://library2.smu.ca/handle/01/22474 
Chamberlain, T. C., Catano, V. M., & Cunningham, D. P. (2005). Personality as a predictor of 
professional behavior in dental school: Comparisons with dental practitioners. Journal of Dental 
Education, 69(11), 1222–1237. 
Champion, D. H. (1995). A study of the relationship between critical thinking levels and job 
performance of police officers in a medium size police department in North Carolina (Doctoral 
 1476 
Thesis). North Carolina State University, United States -- North Carolina. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304221359/abstract/E4E9DC
F44BC1402EPQ/1667 
Chan, D. (1996). Criterion and construct validation of an assessment centre. Journal of Occupational 
and Organizational Psychology, 69(2), 167–181. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8325.1996.tb00608.x 
Chan, D., & Schmitt, N. (2002). Situational judgment and job performance. Human Performance, 
15(3), 233–254. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1503_01 
Chan, D., Schmitt, N., Jennings, D., & Sheppard, L. (1999). Developing measures of basic job-
relevant English proficiency for the prediction of job performance and promotability. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 14(2), 305–318. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022199310071 
Chan, K.-Y. (1999). Toward a theory of individual differences and leadership:  Understanding the 
motivation to lead (Doctoral Thesis). University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, United States -
- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304508019/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/704 
Chang, W. K. (1994). The relationships between individual characteristics and the computer software 
training materials: Their effects on computer software training (Doctoral Thesis). The 




Chansky, N. M. (1965). Aptitude, personality, and achievement in six college curricula. Educational 
and Psychological Measurement, 25(4), 1117–1124. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446502500419 
Chapelle, C., & Roberts, C. (1986). Ambiguity tolerance and field independence as predictors of 
proficiency in English as a second language. Language Learning, 36(1), 27–45. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1986.tb00367.x 
Chappelle, W., McDonald, K., Thompson, W., & Bryan, C. J. (2014). Personality strengths among 
graduates of U.S. Air Force combat controller training. Military Behavioral Health, 2(3), 257–
263. https://doi.org/10.1080/21635781.2014.963756 
Chappelle, W., McDonald, K., Thompson, W., McMillian, K., & Marley, M. (2010). Multiple 
Aptitude Battery-II normative intelligence test data that distinguish U.S. Air Force AC-130 
gunship sensor operators (No. AFRL-SA-BR-TR-2010-0006). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force 
Research Lab Performance Wing (711th). Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA525898 
Chappelle, W., Thompson, W., Goodman, T., Bryan, C. J., & Reardon, L. (n.d.). The utility of testing 
noncognitive aptitudes as additional predictors of graduation from US Air Force air traffic 
controller training. 
Charlton, J. P., & Birkett, P. E. (1999). An integrative model of factors related to computing course 
performance. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 20(3), 237–257. 
https://doi.org/10.2190/BTG0-7VQK-6XD3-G4C4 
Charness, N., Kelley, C. L., Bosman, E. A., & Mottram, M. (2001). Word-processing training and 
retraining: Effects of adult age, experience, and interface. Psychology and Aging, 16(1), 110. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.16.1.110 
 1478 
Charupatanapong, N., & Richard, A. (1993). Predicting the academic performance of pharmacy 
students at a predominantly Black institution. Journal of Pharmacy Teaching, 4(1), 21–33. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/J060v04n01_04 
Chastain, K. (1975). Affective and ability factors in second-language acquisition. Language Learning, 
25(1), 153–161. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1975.tb00115.x 
Chen, G., Thomas, B., & Craig, J. (2005). A multilevel examination of the relationships among 
training outcomes, mediating regulatory processes, and adaptive performance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 90(5), 827–841. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.827 
Chen, H. T.-M. (2010). Personality characteristics and multitasking-related assessments as 
supplemental predictors of A -School training performance and success among Naval Hospital 




Chen, J. Y. C. (2010). UAV-guided navigation for ground robot tele-operation in a military 
reconnaissance environment. Ergonomics, 53(8), 940–950. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2010.500404 
Chiaburu, D. S., & Tekleab, A. G. (2005). Individual and contextual influences on multiple 
dimensions of training effectiveness. Journal of European Industrial Training, 29(8), 604–626. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090590510627085 
Chihara, T., & Oiler, J. W. (1978). Attitudes and attained proficiency in EFL: A sociolinguistic study 
of adult Japanese speakers. Language Learning, 28(1), 55–68. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
1770.1978.tb00304.x 
 1479 
Chisholm-Burns, M. A., Spivey, C. A., McDonough, S., Phelps, S., & Byrd, D. (2014). Evaluation of 
student factors associated with Pre-NAPLEX scores. American Journal of Pharmaceutical 
Education, 78(10). https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe7810181 
Cho, Y., & Bridgeman, B. (2012). Relationship of TOEFL iBT® scores to academic performance: 
Some evidence from American universities. Language Testing. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532211430368 
Chou, C., Moslehpour, M., & Huyen, N. T. L. (2014). Concurrent and predictive validity of 
computer-adaptive freshman english test for college freshman english in Taiwan. International 
Journal of English Language Education, 2(1), 143–156. https://doi.org/10.5296/ijele.v2i1.4919 
Christal, R. E. (1989). Estimating the contribution of experimental tests to the Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude Battery. Dayton, OH: Universal Energy Systems Inc. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA216122 
Christal, R. E. (1991). Comparative validities of ASVAB and LAMP tests for logic gates learning. 
Dayton, OH: Universal Energy Systems Inc. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA238382 
Christensen, L. M. (2008). Predicting law school success: A study of goal orientations, academic 
achievement, and the declining self-efficacy of our law students (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 
1235528). Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network. Retrieved from 
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1235528 
Christersson, C., Bengmark, D., Bengtsson, H., Lindh, C., & Rohlin, M. (2015). A predictive model 
for alternative admission to dental education. European Journal of Dental Education, 19(4), 
251–258. https://doi.org/10.1111/eje.12129 
 1480 
Christiansen, N. D., Janovics, J. E., & Siers, B. P. (2010). Emotional intelligence in selection 
contexts: Measurement method, criterion-related validity, and vulnerability to response 
distortion. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 18(1), 87–101. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2010.00491.x 
Christina, S.-C., & Latham, G. P. (2004). The situational interview as a predictor of academic and 
team performance: A study of the mediating effects of cognitive ability and emotional 
intelligence. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 12(4), 312–320. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-075X.2004.00286.x 
Chung, G. K. W. K., Nagashima, S. O., Espinosa, P. D., Berka, C., & Baker, E. L. (2009). The 
Influence of cognitive and non-cognitive factors on the development of rifle marksmanship skills 
(CRESST Report 753). National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student 
Testing (CRESST). Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED507087 
Chung, G. K. W. K., O’Neil, H. F., Delacruz, G. C., & Bewley, W. L. (2005). The role of anxiety on 
novices’ rifle marksmanship performance. Educational Assessment, 10(3), 257–275. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326977ea1003_6 
Chung-Yan, G. A., Cronshaw, S. F., & Hausdorf, P. A. (2005). A criterion-related validation study of 
transit operators. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 13(2), 172–177. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-075X.2005.00311.x 
Clark, S., Seat, E., & Weber, F. (2000). The performance of engineering students on the Group 
Embedded Figures Test. In 30th Annual Frontiers in Education Conference. Building on A 
Century of Progress in Engineering Education. Conference Proceedings (IEEE Cat. 
No.00CH37135) (Vol. 1, p. T3A/1-T3A/4 vol.1). https://doi.org/10.1109/FIE.2000.897625 
 1481 
Clem, D., Anderson, S., Donaldson, J., & Hdeib, M. (2010). An exploratory study of spatial ability 
and student achievement in sonography. Journal of Diagnostic Medical Sonography, 26(4), 163–
170. https://doi.org/10.1177/8756479310375119 
Clevenger, J., Pereira, G. M., Wiechmann, D., Schmitt, N., & Harvey, V. S. (2001). Incremental 
validity of situational judgment tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 410. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.410 
Cloos, R. I. (1971). A four-year study of foreign language aptitude at the high school level. Foreign 
Language Annals, 4(4), 411–419. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.1971.tb02058.x 
Cohen, D. M. (1981). Relationship between personality and cognitive characteristics of raters and 
ratees in relation to job performance evaluations (Doctoral Thesis). New York University, 
United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303167453/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/591 
Colarelli, S. M., Dean, R. A., & Konstans, C. (1987). Comparative effects of personal and situational 
influences on job outcomes of new professionals. Journal of Applied Psychology, 72(4), 558. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.72.4.558 
Colarelli, S. M., Dean, R. A., & Konstans, C. (1991). Relationships between university characteristics 
and early job outcomes of accountants. Canadian Journal of Higher Education, 21(3), 24–46. 
Coleman, W. (1953). An economical test battery for predicting freshmen engineering course grades. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 37(6), 465. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056294 
Collins, J. P., White, G. R., & Kennedy, J. A. (1995). Entry to medical school: An audit of traditional 
selection requirements. Medical Education, 29(1), 22–28. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2923.1995.tb02795.x 
 1482 
Colodro, J., Garcés-de-los-Fayos, E. J., López-García, J. J., & Colodro-Conde, L. (2015). Incremental 
validity of personality measures in predicting underwater performance and adaptation. The 
Spanish Journal of Psychology, 18. https://doi.org/10.1017/sjp.2015.16 
Colodro-Plaza, J., Garcés de los Fayos-Ruiz, E. J., López-García, J. J., & Colodro-Conde, L. (2015). 
Individual differences in diving: Intelligence, personality, and underwater adaptation. Military 
Psychology, 27(3), 129. https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000073 
Colom, R., Escorial, S., Shih, P. C., & Privado, J. (2007). Fluid intelligence, memory span, and 
temperament difficulties predict academic performance of young adolescents. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 42(8), 1503–1514. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.10.023 
Colonia-Willner, R. (1998). Practical intelligence at work: Relationship between aging and cognitive 
efficiency among managers in a bank environment. Psychology and Aging (13), 45. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.13.1.45 
Complex Visual Information Processing: A Test for Predicting Navy Primary Flight Training 




Conn, A. B. (2000). Self -directed learning in the workplace (Doctoral Thesis). University of 




Connelly, M. S., Gilbert, J. A., Zaccaro, S. J., Threlfall, K. V., Marks, M. A., & Mumford, M. D. 
(2000). Exploring the relationship of leadership skills and knowledge to leader performance. The 
Leadership Quarterly, 11(1), 65–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(99)00043-0 
Connolly, J. J. (2001). Assessing the construct validity of a measure of learning agility (Doctoral 
Thesis). Florida International University, United States -- Florida. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/250127813/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/9 
Conte, J. M. (1997). Time orientation, biodata, and personality predictors of multiple performance 




Conte, J. M., & Jacobs, R. R. (2003). Validity evidence linking polychronicity and Big Five 
personality dimensions to absence, lateness, and supervisory performance ratings. Human 
Performance, 16(2), 107–129. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1602_1 
Conzelmann, K., & Keye, D. (2014). Which aspects of a semistructured interview, besides cognitive 
ability tests, contribute incrementally to predicting the training success of air traffic controller 
trainees? International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 22(3), 240–252. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12073 
Cooke, N. J., & Myers, C. (2009). Cognitive coordination on the network centric battlefield. Mesa, 
AZ: Cognitive Engineering Research Inst. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA495411 
 1484 
Cooper, C. J. (1964). Some relationships between paired-associates learning and foreign-language 
aptitude. Journal of Educational Psychology, 55(3), 132. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044223 
Corlett, D. J. (1969). A correlational analysis of study skills and attitudes, library skills, and reading 
skills with the academic success of education students at the University of Portland. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED036396 
Cormack, J. M., & Hutchinson, C. E. (1940). Relation of pre-legal studies and intelligence tests to 
success in law school. Southern California Law Review, 14, 35–46. 
Corman, L. S. (1986). Cognitive style, personality type, and learning ability as factors in predicting 
the success of the beginning programming student. SIGCSE Bull., 18(4), 80–89. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/15003.15020 
Cory, C. H. (1976). A Comparison of the Job Performance and Attitudes of Category 4s and 1-3s in 
16 Navy Ratings (No. NPRDC-TR-76-35). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center.  
Cory, C. H. (1976). An evaluation of computerized tests as predictors of job performance: II. 
Differential validity for global and job element criteria. 
Cory, C. H. (1977). Relative utility of computerized versus paper-and-pencil tests for predicting job 
performance. Applied Psychological Measurement, 1(4), 551-564.  
Cory, C. H. (1983). Evaluation of predictors and criteria for job performance of general detail 
(GENDET) personnel. 
Côté, S., DeCelles, K. A., McCarthy, J. M., Van Kleef, G. A., & Hideg, I. (2011). The Jekyll and 
Hyde of emotional intelligence: Emotion-regulation knowledge facilitates both prosocial and 
interpersonally deviant behavior. Psychological Science, 22(8), 1073–1080. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611416251 
 1485 
Côté, S., & Miners, C. T. H. (2006). Emotional intelligence, cognitive intelligence, and job 
performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 51(1), 1–28. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.51.1.1 
Cotton, J. D. (2009). Collectivism in teams: Its predictive validity (Doctoral Thesis). The University 
of Memphis, United States -- Tennessee. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304928176/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/141 
Counterattrition in Basic Underwater Demolition/Seal Program: Selection and Training. (n.d.). 




Cowan, D. K., Barrett, L. E., & Wegner, T. G. (1989). Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corps 
selection system validation (No. AFHRL-TR-88-54). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human 
Resources Lab. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA218494 
Cowan, D. K., Barrett, L. E., & Wegner, T. G. (1990). Air Force officer training school selection 
system validation (No. AFHRL-TR-89-65). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources 
Lab.Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA225245 
Cowen, M. B., & Abrahams, N. M. (1982). Selecting qualified candidates to the United States Naval 
Academy using college aptitude test scores. 
Cox, F. M., & Teat, D. W. (1991). Predictors of academic performance in a Doctor of Pharmacy 
training program. Journal of Pharmacy Teaching, 2(2), 45–57. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/J060v02n02_05 
 1486 
Cox, F. N. (1955). The prediction of success and failure in learning foreign languages*. Australian 
Journal of Psychology, 7(1), 56–65. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049535508256097 
Coy, K., McDougall, H., & Sneed, M. (2003). Issues regarding practical validity and gender bias of 
the Perceptual Abilities Test (PAT). Journal of Dental Education, 67(1), 31–37. 
Coyle, T. R., Snyder, A. C., Richmond, M. C., & Little, M. (2015). SAT non-g residuals predict 
course specific GPAs: Support for investment theory. Intelligence, 51, 57–66. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2015.05.003 
Cracraft, M. L. (2011). An exploration of cognitive processes in adaptive performance (Doctoral 
Thesis). George Mason University, United States -- Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/868552843/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/254 
Cravens, D. W. (1971). Predicting performance of information specialists. Journal of the American 
Society for Information Science, 22(1), 5–11. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.4630220103 
Crawford, M. L. (1966). Available tests and their use in research in vocational education. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED012623 
Crespo, M. R. (2007). Intelligence and personality as antecedents to leadership effectiveness and 
extrinsic career success: The predictive power of individual differences (Doctoral Thesis). 
Columbia University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304863284/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/189 
Crook, A. E. (2008). Training in dyads:  Cost-effective or costly for later performance? (Master’s 




Crumley, L. M., Pierce, L. G., Schwalm, R. C., Coke, J. S., & Brown, J. C. (1992). Predicting target 
detection performance using the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery subtests and 
cognitive factor tests (No. ARI-RN-92-56). Alexandria, VA: Army Research Inst. for the 
Behavioral and Social Sciences. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA257851 
Cucina, J. M., Su, C., Busciglio, H. H., & Peyton, S. T. (2015). Something more than g: Meaningful 
Memory uniquely predicts training performance. Intelligence, 49, 192–206. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2015.01.007 
Culbertson, J. D. (2011). Predicting sales performance: Considering nonlinear relationships between 
GMA, performance, and effectiveness (Thesis). Wright State University. Retrieved from 
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/pg_10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:wright1308613576 
Culbertson, S. S., Huffcutt, A. I., & Goebl, A. P. (2013). Introduction and empirical assessment of 
executive functioning as a predictor of job performance. PsyCh Journal, 2(2), 75–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.20 
Cullen, M. J. (2004). Training interpersonal skills:  An aptitude -treatment interaction approach 
(Doctoral Thesis). University of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305158510/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/187 
Cummins, D. E., & Arkava, M. L. (1979). Predicting posteducational job performance of BSW 
graduates. Social Work Research and Abstracts, 15(1), 33–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/swra/15.1.33 
 1488 
Cunningham, K. A., DesJardins, S. L., & Christensen, M. G. (2005). Predictive efficacy of 
chiropractic college assessment test scores in basic science chiropractic education. Journal of 
Manipulative and Physiological Therapeutics, 28(3), 175–178. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmpt.2005.02.012 
Curcio, A. A., Jones, G. T., & Washington, T. M. (2007). Does practice make perfect: An empirical 
examination of the impact of practice essays on essay exam performance. Florida State 
University Law Review, 35, 271–314. 
Curl, S. S., Olfman, L., & Satzinger, J. W. (1997). An investigation of the roles of individual 
differences and user interface on database usability. SIGMIS Database, 29(1), 50–65. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/506812.506821 
Curtin, C., Avner, A., & Smith, L. A. (1983). The Pimsleur battery as a predictor of student 
performance. The Modern Language Journal, 67(1), 33–40. https://doi.org/10.2307/326690 
Curtis, D. A., Lind, S. L., Plesh, O., & Finzen, F. C. (2007). Correlation of admissions criteria with 
academic performance in dental students. Journal of Dental Education, 71(10), 1314–1321. 
Cuttler, M. J., & Muchinsky, P. M. (2006). Prediction of law enforcement training performance and 
dysfunctional job performance with General Mental Ability, personality, and life history 
variables. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 33(1), 3–25. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854805282291 
Czaja, S. J., Sharit, J., Ownby, R., Roth, D. L., & Nair, S. (2001). Examining age differences in 
performance of a complex information search and retrieval task. Psychology and Aging, 16(4), 
564. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.16.4.564 
 1489 
Czarnolewski, M. Y. (1989). Criterion development and Project A validities for the DX164 TOW2 
simulator (No. ARI-TR-863). Alexandria, VA: Army Research Inst. for the Behavioral and 
Social Sciences. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA219973 
D, D. (2012). Prediction of Osteopathic Medical School Performance on the basis of MCAT score, 
GPA, sex, undergraduate major, and undergraduate institution. The Journal of the American 
Osteopathic Association, 112(4), 175–181. 
D, H., K, C., M, H., J, B., & Wc, T. (2010). The Health Professions Admission Test (HPAT) score 
and leaving certificate results can independently predict academic performance in medical 
school: do we need both tests? Irish Medical Journal, 103(10), 300–302. 
D, O., & S, D. T.-H. (2004). NBME Obstetrics and Gynecology clerkship final examination scores: 
predictive value of standardized tests and demographic factors. The Journal of Reproductive 
Medicine, 49(12), 978–982. 
D’Agostino, A. L. (2009). An investigation of the role of cognitive style in dynamic decision making 
(Doctoral Thesis). University of Connecticut, United States -- Connecticut. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304884547/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/237 
Dahling, J. J., Whitaker, B. G., & Levy, P. E. (2009). The development and validation of a new 
machiavellianism scale. Journal of Management, 35(2), 219–257. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308318618 
Daley, L. K., Kirkpatrick, B. L., Frazier, S. K., Chung, M. L., & Moser, D. K. (2003). Predictors of 
NCLEX-RN success in a baccalaureate nursing program as a foundation for remediation. 
Journal of Nursing Education, 42(9), 390–398. https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-20030901-05 
 1490 
Daly, K. A., Levine, S. C., & Adams, G. L. (2006). Predictors for resident success in otolaryngology. 
Journal of the American College of Surgeons, 202(4), 649–654. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2005.12.006 
Danielson, J. A., Wu, T.-F., Molgaard, L. K., & Preast, V. A. (2011). Relationships among common 
measures of student performance and scores on the North American Veterinary Licensing 
Examination. Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, 238(4), 454–461. 
https://doi.org/10.2460/javma.238.4.454 
Danner, D., Hagemann, D., Schankin, A., Hager, M., & Funke, J. (2011). Beyond IQ: A latent state-
trait analysis of general intelligence, dynamic decision making, and implicit learning. 
Intelligence, 39(5), 323–334. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2011.06.004 
Darolia, R., Potochnick, S., & Menifield, C. E. (2014). Assessing admission criteria for early and 
mid-career students: Evidence from a U.S. MPA Program. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 
22(101). Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1050001 
Darr, W. A. (1999). Analyzing vigilance performance:  Task-type, feedback, and predictors (M.Sc.). 
Saint Mary’s University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304578970/abstract/9662784
FE9A6452EPQ/1071 
Dashfield, A. K., Coghill, J. C., & Langton, J. A. (2000). Correlating obstetric epidural anaesthesia 
performance and psychomotor aptitude. Anaesthesia, 55(8), 744–749. 
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2044.2000.01419.x 
Dashfield, A. K., Lambert, A. W., Campbell, J. K., & Wilkins, D. C. (2001). Correlation between 
psychometric test scores and learning tying of surgical reef knots. Annals of The Royal College 
of Surgeons of England, 83(2), 139–143. 
 1491 
Dashfield, A. K., & Smith, J. E. (1998). Correlating fibreoptic nasotracheal endoscopy performance 
and psychomotor aptitude. British Journal of Anaesthesia, 81(5), 687–691. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/bja/81.5.687 
Datel, W. E., Hall, F. D., & Rufe, C. P. (1965). Measurement of achievement motivation in Army 
security agency foreign language candidates. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
25(2), 539–545. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446502500224 
Davidson, N. B. (1975). The predictive validity of a police officer selection program. Portland State 
University. Retrieved from http://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/2276 
Davis, C. S., Akers, C. L., Green, C. J., & Zartman, R. E. (2006). Variables that influence student 
performance in an introductory soils class. Journal of Natural Resources & Life Sciences 
Education, 35(1), 127–131. https://doi.org/10.2134/jnrlse2006.0127 
Davis, M. A., Curtis, M. B., & Tschetter, J. D. (2003). Evaluating cognitive training outcomes: 
validity and utility of structural knowledge assessment. Journal of Business and Psychology, 
18(2), 191–206. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1027397031207 
Davis, R. D., & Rostow, C. D. (n.d.). Validity Study Relationship between Cognitive Ability and 
Background Variables and Disciplinary Problems in Law Enforcement. 
Day, D. V., & Silverman, S. B. (1989). Personality and job performance: Evidence of incremental 
validity. Personnel Psychology, 42(1), 25–36. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1989.tb01549.x 
Day, E. A., Arthur Jr., W., & Gettman, D. (2001). Knowledge structures and the acquisition of a 
complex skill. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(5), 1022. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.86.5.1022 
 1492 
Day, E. A., Espejo, J., Kowollik, V., Boatman, P. R., & McEntire, L. E. (2007). Modeling the links 
between need for cognition and the acquisition of a complex skill. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 42(2), 201–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.06.012 
Dayan, K., Kasten, R., & Fox, S. (2002). Entry-level police candidate assessment center: An efficient 
tool or a hammer to kill a fly? Personnel Psychology, 55(4), 827–849. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00131.x 
De Beer, M., Nzama, L., & Visser, D. (2008). Predicting work performance through selection 
interview ratings and psychological assessment. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/126 
De Bruin, K., de Bruin, G. P., Dercksen, S., & Cilliers-Hartslief, M. (2005). Predictive validity of 
general intelligence and Big Five measures for adult basic education and training outcomes. 
South African Journal of Psychology, 35(1), 46–57. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/008124630503500103 
Deadrick, D. L., Bennett, N., & Russell, C. J. (1997). Using hierarchical linear modeling to examine 
dynamic performance criteria over time. Journal of Management, 23(6), 745–757. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(97)90027-1 
Deadrick, D. L., & Gardner, D. G. (2008). Maximal and typical measures of job performance: An 
analysis of performance variability over time. Human Resource Management Review, 18(3), 
133–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.07.008 
Deadrick, D. L., & Madigan, R. M. (1990). Dynamic criteria revisited: A longitudinal study of 
performance stability and predictive validity. Personnel Psychology, 43(4), 717–744. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1990.tb00680.x 
 1493 
Dean, M. A. (n.d.). An Assessment of Biodata Predictive Ability across Multiple Performance 
Criteria. 
Dean, M. A., Conte, J. M., & Blankenhorn, T. R. (2006). Examination of the predictive validity of 
Big Five personality dimensions across training performance criteria. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 41(7), 1229–1239. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.04.020 
Dean, M. A., & Russell, C. J. (2005). An examination of biodata theory-based constructs in a field 
context. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 13(2), 139–149. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-075X.2005.00308.x 
Decay, Transfer, and the Reacquisition of a Complex Skill: An Investigation of Practice Schedules, 




Decker, R. L. (1958). A study of the value of the Owens-Bennett Mechanical Comprehension Test 
(Form CC) as a measure of the qualities contributing to successful performance as a supervisor 
of technical operations in an industrial organization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 42(1), 50. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047451 
DeJoy, D. M., Searcy, C. A., Murphy, L. R., & Gershon, R. R. M. (2000). Behavior–diagnostic 
analysis of compliance with universal precautions among nurses. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 5(1), 127. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.127 
Delaney, H. D. (2009). Dichotic listening and psychomotor task performance as predictors of naval 
primary flight-training criteria. The International Journal of Aviation Psychology. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327108ijap0202_3 
 1494 
Delbridge, K. A. (2000). Individual differences in multi-tasking ability:  Exploring a nomological 
network (Doctoral Thesis). Michigan State University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/230681673/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/409 
Delery, J. E., Wright, P. M., McArthur, K., & Anderson, D. C. (1994). Cognitive ability tests and the 
situational interview: A test of incremental validity. International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 2(1), 53–58. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.1994.tb00129.x 
Della Rocco, P. S., Milburn, N., & Mertens, H. W. (1992). Comparison of Performance on the 
Shipley Institute of Living Scale, Air Traffic Control Specialist Selection Test, and FAA Academy 
Screen. 
Dembowski, J. M. (2001). The relationship between cognitive ability and voluntary/involuntary 
turnover:  Moderating effects of job complexity, job market and contingent pay (Doctoral 
Thesis). Illinois Institute of Technology, United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304698183/abstract/5BB4378
528B14961PQ/36 
DeNelsky, G. Y., & McKee, M. G. (1974). Prediction of computer programmer training and job 
performance using the AABP Test. Personnel Psychology, 27(1), 129–137. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1974.tb02069.x 
DeShon, R. P., Kozlowski, S. W. J., Schmidt, A. M., Milner, K. R., & Wiechmann, D. (2004). A 
multiple-goal, multilevel model of feedback effects on the regulation of individual and team 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(6), 1035. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.89.6.1035 
 1495 





Development and Validation of Measures for Selecting Soldiers for the Officer Candidate School. 




Devoe, D. B., Royal, J. W., & Moore, N. (1981). Selection and Training of Watchstanders for Coast 
Guard Vessel Traffic Services. 
Diamante, T. (1993). Unitarian validation of a mathematical problem-solving exercise for sales 
occupations. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(4), 383–401. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013753 
Díaz, R. J., Glass, C. R., Arnkoff, D. B., & Tanofsky-Kraff, M. (2001). Cognition, anxiety, and 
prediction of performance in 1st-year law students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(2), 
420. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.2.420 
Dicken, C. (1969). Predicting the success of Peace Corps community development workers. Journal 
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 33(5), 597. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0028325 
Dickinson, T. L. (1991). Structure of the Air Force’s Job Performance Measurement System and 
Predictability of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) (No. AFHRL-TP-90-
85). UNIVERSAL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC SAN ANTONIO TX, UNIVERSAL ENERGY 
 1496 
SYSTEMS INC SAN ANTONIO TX. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA237434 
Dierdorff, E. C., Surface, E. A., & Brown, K. G. (2010). Frame-of-reference training effectiveness: 
Effects of goal orientation and self-efficacy on affective, cognitive, skill-based, and transfer 
outcomes. In Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 1181. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020856 
Differences in Attainment and Performance in a Foreign Language: The Role of Working Memory 
Capacity. (2010). International Journal of English Studies, 10(1), 19–42. 
Dijkman, J. (2009, December). Intelligence, motivation and personality as predictors of training 
performance in the South African Army Armour Corps (Thesis). Stellenbosch : University of 
Stellenbosch. Retrieved from http://scholar.sun.ac.za/handle/10019.1/2917 
Dilchert, S., Ones, D. S., Davis, R. D., & Rostow, C. D. (2007). Cognitive ability predicts objectively 
measured counterproductive work behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, p. 616. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.616 
Distefano, M. K. (1983). Application of content validity methods to the development of a job-related 
performance rating criterion. Personnel Psychology, 36(3), 621–631. 
Distefano, M. K., & Paulk, K. D. (1990). Further evaluation of verbal ability selection test and work 
performance validity with psychiatric aides. Psychological Reports, 67(3), 845–846. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1990.67.3.845 
Distefano, M. K., & Pryer, M. W. (1985). Verbal selection test and work performance validity with 
aides from three psychiatric hospitals. Psychological Reports, 56(3), 811–815. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1985.56.3.811 
 1497 
Distefano, M. K., & Pryer, M. W. (1987). Evaluation of selected interview data in improving the 
predictive validity of a verbal ability test with psychiatric aide trainees. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 47(1), 189–192. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164487471027 
Distefano, M. K., Pryer, M. W., & Craig, S. H. (1976). Predictive validity of general ability tests with 
Black and White psychiatric attendants. Personnel Psychology, 29(2), 197–204. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1976.tb00408.x 
Dixon, D. (2004). Relation between variables of preadmission, medical school performance, and 
COMLEX–USA levels 1 and 2 performance. The Journal of the American Osteopathic 
Association, 104(8), 332–336. https://doi.org/10.7556/jaoa.2004.104.8.332 
Dobson, P., Krapljan-Barr, P., & Vielba, C. (1999). An evaluation of the validity and fairness of the 
Graduate Management Admissions Test (GMAT) used for MBA Selection in a UK Business 
school. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 7(4), 196–202. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00119 
Dodd, N. G., & Ganster, D. C. (1996). The interactive effects of variety, autonomy, and feedback on 
attitudes and performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17(4), 329–347. 
Dohme, J. A., Brown, W. R., & Sanders, M. G. (1983). Predicting Attrition in the Army Initial Entry 
Rotary Wing Course. ARMY RESEARCH INST FIELD UNIT FORT RUCKER AL, ARMY 
RESEARCH INST FIELD UNIT FORT RUCKER AL. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADP000860 
Doll, R. E. (1962). OFFICER PEER RATINGS AS A PREDICTOR OF FAILURE TO COMPLETE 
FLIGHT TRAINING. 
Dolph, B. (2012). Competing tasks as measures of intelligence and predictors of job performance 
[Thesis (PhD/Research)]. Retrieved November 15, 2016, from https://eprints.usq.edu.au/23630/ 
 1498 
Dong, H.-K., Sung, Y. H., & Dohm, T. E. (1985). The validity of the Ball Aptitude Battery (BAB): I. 
Relationship to high school academic success. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
45(3), 627–637. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448504500322 
Dong, H.-K., Sung, Y. H., & Goldman, S. H. (1985). The validity of the Ball Aptitude Battery (BAB): 
II. Relationship to training and occupational success. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 45(4), 951–957. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164485454028 
DOOLITTLE, A. E. (1976). A Validation of Tests for Selection of Office Workers at Western 




Dorsey, D. W., Campbell, G. E., Foster, L. L., & Miles, D. E. (1999). Assessing knowledge 
structures: Relations with experience and posttraining performance. Human Performance, 12(1), 
31–57. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1201_2 
Dougherty, P. J., Walter, N., Schilling, P., Najibi, S., & Herkowitz, H. (2010). Do scores of the 
USMLE Step 1 and OITE correlate with the ABOS Part I certifying examination?: A multicenter 
study. Clinical Orthopaedics and Related Research®, 468(10), 2797–2802. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11999-010-1327-3 
Downey, L. A., Lee, B., & Stough, C. (2011). Recruitment consultant revenue: Relationships with IQ, 
personality, and emotional intelligence. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
19(3), 280–286. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2011.00557.x 
 1499 
Dreher, G. F., & Ryan, K. C. (2000). Prior work experience and academic achievement among first-
year MBA students. Research in Higher Education, 41(4), 505–525. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007036626439 
Droege, R. C. (1967). EFFECTS OF APTITUDE-SCORE ADJUSTMENTS BY AGE CURVES ON 
PREDICTION OF JOB PERFORMANCE. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=2&id=ED014593 
Droege, R. C. (1968). GATB longitudinal validation study. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 15(1), 
41. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0025343 
Drumhiller, M. F., & Schwanenflugel, P. J. (2013). Influence of native language vocabulary and topic 
knowledge on foreign language vocabulary learning in health care providers. SAGE Open, 3(2), 
2158244013487913. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244013487913 
DuBois, C. L., Sackett, P. R., Zedeck, S., & Fogli, L. (1993). Further exploration of typical and 
maximum performance criteria: Definitional issues, prediction, and White-Black differences. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(2), 205. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.2.205 
DuBois, D. A. (2002). The meaning and measurement of job knowledge (Doctoral Thesis). University 
of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/276793803/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/416 
DuBois, P. H., & Watson, R. I. (1950). The selection of patrolmen. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
34(2), 90–95. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060131 
Dubuisson, A. U., & Sargent, B. (1965). Prediction of Disciplinary Behavior in a Two-Year Follow-
Up Sample. (No. APRO-RM-65-7). ARMY PERSONNEL RESEARCH OFFICE 
 1500 
WASHINGTON DC, ARMY PERSONNEL RESEARCH OFFICE WASHINGTON DC. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA079246 
Dudley, N. M. (2005). Do knowledge and skills matter? Their incremental validity above and beyond 
traits, motives, and job attitudes in the prediction of helping (Doctoral Thesis). George Mason 
University, United States -- Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305365344/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/524 
Duke, A. P., & Ree, M. J. (1996). Better candidates fly fewer training hours: Another time testing 
pays off. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 4(3), 115–121. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.1996.tb00068.x 
Dunbar, S. B., & Novick, M. R. (1985). On Predicting Success in Training for Males and Females: 
Marine Corps Clerical Specialties and ASVAB Forms 6 and 7. (No. TR-85-2-ONR). IOWA 
UNIV IOWA CITY, IOWA UNIV IOWA CITY. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA152080 
Dunnette, M. D., & Kirchner, W. K. (1960). Psychological test differences between industrial 
salesmen and retail salesmen. Journal of Applied Psychology, 44(2), 121. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044619 
E, E. (1942). The use of the Strong Vocational Interest Blank and the Pressey Senior Classification 
Test in the selection of casualty insurance agents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 26(6), 793–
799. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060038 
Eaton, N. K., Bessemer, D. W., & Kristiansen, D. M. (1979). Tank Crew Position Assignment (No. 
ARI-TR-391). ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL 
SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA, ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND 
 1501 
SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA077841 
Eaton, N. K., & Goer, M. H. (1983). Improving the Selection, Classification, and Utilization of Army 
Enlisted Personnel: Technical Appendix to the Annual Report (No. HUMRRO-RP-PRD-83-25). 
HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN 
RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA137117 
Eberley, R. E. (1969). The General Aptitude Test Battery as a Predictor of Junior College 
Achievement. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED031249 
Eden, D., Ganzach, Y., Flumin-Granat, R., & Zigman, T. (2008). Augmenting means efficacy to boost 
performance: Two field experiments. Journal of Management. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308321553 
Edgerton, H. A., Fbnberg, M. R., & Thomson, K. F. (1957). Prediction of the “human relations” 
effectiveness of industrial supervisors. Personnel Psychology, 10(4), 421–430. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1957.tb01614.x 
Edwards, W. R., & Schleicher, D. J. (2004). On selecting psychology graduate students: Validity 
evidence for a test of tacit knowledge. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(3), 592–602. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.3.592 
Ehrman, M. (1994). A Study of the Modern Language Aptitude Test for Predicting Learning Success 
and Advising Students. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED461260 
Eighmey, E. M. (1989). Word processing: What cognitive abilities play an important role in 
determining new users’ performance? Retrieved from 
https://www.ideals.illinois.edu/handle/2142/93606 
 1502 
Ejlali, C. M. (1982). The Relationships Among Selected Variables of University and Teacher 
Education Admission Criteria and Scores on the Common Examination of the National Teacher 
Examination. East Tennessee State University. Retrieved from http://dc.etsu.edu/etd/2670 
Elam, C. L., & S, M. (1994). NBME Part I versus USMLE Step 1: Predicting scores based on 
preadmission and medical school performances. Academic Medicine, 69(2), 155. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001888-199402000-00025 
El Mouzan, M. I. (1992). Secondary school and admission test grades as predictors of performance of 
medical students. Medical Education, 26(2), 123–127. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2923.1992.tb00137.x 
Elmore, P. B., & Vasu, E. S. (1980). Relationship between selected variables and statistics 
achievement: Building a theoretical model. Journal of Educational Psychology, 72(4), 457. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.72.4.457 
Elstone, O. A. (1962). The predictive value of psychological tests for the training of real estate 
salesmen. University of British Columbia. Retrieved from 
https://open.library.ubc.ca/cIRcle/collections/ubctheses/831/items/1.0105820 
Ely, K., Sitzmann, T., & Falkiewicz, C. (2009). The influence of goal orientation dimensions on time 
to train in a self-paced training environment. Learning and Individual Differences, 19(1), 146–
150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.08.003 
Emery, J. L., & Bell, J. F. (2009). The predictive validity of the BioMedical Admissions Test for pre-
clinical examination performance. Medical Education, 43(6), 557–564. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2009.03367.x 
 1503 
Endres, D. (1997). A comparison of predictors of success on NCLEX-RN for African American, 
foreign-born, and White baccalaureate graduates. Journal of Nursing Education, 36(8), 365–371. 
https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-19971001-05 
Engel, J. D. (1970). Development of a Work Sample Criterion for General Vehicle Mechanic. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED065507 
Engen, T. (2012, May 18). A Comparison of Performance On the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence 
Scale and Success in the Engineering College (Thesis). Retrieved from 
https://archive.udmercy.edu/handle/10429/462 
Enochsson, L., Isaksson, B., Tour, R., Kjellin, A., Hedman, L., Wredmark, T., & Tsai-Felländer, L. 
(2004). Visuospatial skills and computer game experience influence the performance of virtual 
endoscopy. Journal of Gastrointestinal Surgery, 8(7), 874–880. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gassur.2004.06.015 
Enochsson, L., Westman, B., Ritter, E. M., Hedman, L., Kjellin, A., Wredmark, T., & Felländer-Tsai, 
L. (2006). Objective assessment of visuospatial and psychomotor ability and flow of residents 
and senior endoscopists in simulated gastroscopy. Surgical Endoscopy And Other Interventional 
Techniques, 20(6), 895–899. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-005-0593-8 
Espejo, J., Day, E. A., & Scott, G. (2005). Performance evaluations, need for cognition, and the 
acquisition of a complex skill: An attribute–treatment interaction. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 38(8), 1867–1877. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.10.003 
Ethnic Group Membership as a Moderator in the Prediction of Job Performance: An Examination of 





Evans, P., & Wen, F. (2007). Does the Medical College Admission Test predict global academic 
performance in osteopathic medical school? The Journal of the American Osteopathic 
Association, 157–162. 
Evidence for the Usefulness of Task Performance, Job Dedication, and Interpersonal Facilitation as 




Eyring, J. D., Johnson, D. S., & Francis, D. J. (1993). A cross-level units-of-analysis approach to 
individual differences in skill acquisition. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(5), 805. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.5.805 
Ezeala, C. C., Swami, N. S., Lal, N., & Hussain, S. (2012). Admission scores as a predictor of 
academic success in the Fiji School of Medicine. Journal of Higher Education Policy and 
Management, 34(1), 61–66. https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2012.642333 
Fairbank, B. A., Welsh, J. R., & Sawin, L. L. (1990). Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB): Validity of ASVAB form 14 for the Prediction of High School Course Grades. 
OPERATIONAL TECHNOLOGIES CORP SAN ANTONIO TX, OPERATIONAL 
TECHNOLOGIES CORP SAN ANTONIO TX. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA228050 
 1505 
Farh, C. I. C. C., Seo, M.-G., & Tesluk, P. E. (2012). Emotional intelligence, teamwork effectiveness, 
and job performance: The moderating role of job context. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(4), 
890. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027377 
Farrokhi-Khajeh-Pasha, Y., Nedjat, S., Mohammadi, A., Rad, E. M., Majdzadeh, R., Monajemi, F., … 
Yazdani, S. (2012). The validity of Iran’s national university entrance examination (Konkoor) 
for predicting medical students’ academic performance. BMC Medical Education, 12, 60. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-12-60 
Federico, P.-A., & Landis, D. B. (1979). Predicting Student Performance in a Computer-Managed 
Course Using Measures of Cognitive Styles, Abilities, and Aptitudes. (No. NPRDC-TR-79-30). 
NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA, 
NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA074880 
Feehan, R. L. (1977, May). An investigation of police performance utilizing mental ability selection 
scores, police academy training scores, and supervisory ratings of the job performance of patrol 
officers (Thesis). Georgia Institute of Technology. Retrieved from 
https://smartech.gatech.edu/handle/1853/30280 
Feild, H. S., Bayley, G. A., & Bayley, S. M. (1977). Employment test validation for minority and 
nonminority production workers. Personnel Psychology, 30(1), 37–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1977.tb02319.x 
Fein, E. C., & Day, E. A. (2004). The PASS theory of intelligence and the acquisition of a complex 
skill: a criterion-related validation study of Cognitive Assessment System scores. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 37(6), 1123–1136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.11.017 
 1506 
Fellner, A. N. (2008). The effects of emotional intelligence on performance of a cognitive task in the 
context of collaboration vs. competition (Doctoral Thesis). University of Cincinnati, United 
States -- Ohio. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304670465/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/184 
Feltham, R. (1988). Validity of a police assessment centre: A 1–19-year follow-up. Journal of 
Occupational Psychology, 61(2), 129–144. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1988.tb00277.x 
Felts, J. (1986). Performance predictors for nursing courses and NCLEX-RN. Journal of Nursing 
Education, 25(9), 372–377. https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-19861101-06 
FERENCE, L. W. (1970). Dental Student Selection Through Handwriting Analysis (Doctoral Thesis). 
University of Southern California, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/302550498/citation/34F344D
4EFFA4DBBPQ/1478 
Ferris, G. R., Witt, L. A., & Hochwarter, W. A. (2001). Interaction of social skill and general mental 
ability on job performance and salary. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1075. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1075 
Field, K. A. (1998). Assessment and application of psychomotor abilities using a new computerized 









Field Dependence-Independence and Its Relationship to Flight Training Performance. (n.d.). 




Fields, A. W., & Shelton, A. L. (2006). Individual skill differences and large-scale environmental 
learning. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 32(3), 506–
515. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.32.3.506 
Fiks, A. I. (1965). SOME PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE TRAINING. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED012434 
Fiks, A. I. (1966). A short Vietnamese language program: Training course and research vehicle. 
IRAL : International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, 4(4), 235–254. 
Fiks, A. I. (1968). The Modern Language Aptitude Test in a Peace Corps Context: Validity, 
Expectancies, and Implications for Further Research. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED050136 
Findley, W. G., & Andregg, N. B. (1949). A statistical critique of the USAFI tests of general 
educational development. Psychometrika, 14(1), 47–60. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02290140 
Fine, S., Goldenberg, J., & Noam, Y. (2016). Integrity testing and the prediction of counterproductive 
behaviours in the military. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 89(1), 198–
218. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12117 
 1508 
Finegold, L. S., & Rogers, D. (1985). Relationship Between Air Force Officer Qualifying Test Scores 
and Success in Air Weapons Controller Training (No. AFHRL-TR-85-13). AIR FORCE 
HUMAN RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX, AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB 
BROOKS AFB TX. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA158162 
Firth, B. M. (2010). Self-regulation and adaptation: A process approach (M.A.). Michigan State 
University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/815574914/abstract/AA2AF
BA6703541CBPQ/1020 
Fish, L. A., & Wilson, F. S. (2009). Predicting performance of MBA students: Comparing the part-
time MBA program and the one-year program. College Student Journal, 43(1), 145–160. 
Fisher, S. L., & Ford, J. K. (1998). Differential effects of learner effort and goal orientation on two 
learning outcomes. Personnel Psychology, 51(2), 397–420. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1998.tb00731.x 
Fiske, D. W. (1947). Validation of naval aviation cadet selection tests against training criteria. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 31(6), 601–614. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054274 
Fleisher, M. S., Putka, D. J., & Dressel, J. D. (2011). Criterion-Related Validity of Non-Cognitive 
Screening Measures among Soldiers with Enlistment Waivers (No. FR-11-29). HUMAN 
RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES 
RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA552532 
Flotman, A.-P. (2002). The predictive validity of the selection battery for trainee pilots in the South 
African Air Force. Retrieved from http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/785 
 1509 
Follman, J. C. (1958). A study of the industrial psychology, incorporated, factored aptitude series job 
tests program scores and job turnover and job proficiency at transit, incorporated (M.A.). 
University of Nebraska at Omaha, United States -- Nebraska. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1699100352/abstract/963DA
05DD1F944FBPQ/806 
Fong, E. A., & Tosi, H. L. (2007). Effort, performance, and Conscientiousness: An agency theory 
perspective. Journal of Management, 33(2), 161–179. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306298658 
Forbes, J. B., & Barrett, G. V. (1978). Individual abilities and task demands in relation to performance 
and satisfaction on two repetitive monitoring tasks. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63(2), 188. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.63.2.188 
Ford, J. K., & Kraiger, K. (1993). Police officer selection validation project: The Multijurisdictional 
Police Officer Examination. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(4), 421–429. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013756 
Forero, C. G., Gallardo-Pujol, D., Maydeu-Olivares, A., & Andrés-Pueyo, A. (2009). A longitudinal 
model for predicting performance of police officers using personality and behavioral data. 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 36(6), 591–606. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854809333406 
Forlano, G., & WATSON, G. (1937). Relation between success in military training and intelligence, 
extroversion, and adequacy. Journal of Social Psychology; Worcester, Mass., 8(2), 243–249. 
Foti, I., & DeYoung, S. (1991). Predicting success on the National Council Licensure Examination-
Registered Nurse: Another piece of the puzzle. Journal of Professional Nursing, 7(2), 99–104. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/8755-7223(91)90093-Z 
 1510 
Foti, R. J., & Hauenstein, N. M. A. (2007). Pattern and variable approaches in leadership emergence 
and effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 347. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.92.2.347 
Fowler, B. (1981). The Aircraft Landing Test: An information processing approach to pilot selection. 
Human Factors, 23(2), 129–137. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872088102300201 
Fowles, E. R. (1992). Predictors of success on NCLEX-RN and within the nursing curriculum: 
Implications for early intervention. Journal of Nursing Education, 31(2), 53–57. 
https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-19920201-04 
Fox, H., & Lefkowitz, J. (1974). Differential validity: Ethnic group as a moderator in predicting job 
performance. Personnel Psychology, 27(2), 209–223. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1974.tb01529.x 
FRANCIS, A. S. (1982). An Analysis of the Index of Discriminative Efficiency in Credentialing 




Frankfeldt, E. (1970a). Comparison of ACB and ASVAB Clerical Tests for Use in the Army 
Qualification Battery (No. BESRL-RM-70-6). ARMY BEHAVOIR AND SYSTEMS 
RESEARCH LAB ARLINGTON VA, ARMY BEHAVOIR AND SYSTEMS RESEARCH 
LAB ARLINGTON VA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA079349 
Frankfeldt, E. (1970b). Use of the Army Classification Battery for Counseling and Assignment to 
Non-Army Training (No. BESRL-RM-70-2). ARMY BEHAVOIR AND SYSTEMS 
 1511 
RESEARCH LAB ARLINGTON VA, ARMY BEHAVOIR AND SYSTEMS RESEARCH 
LAB ARLINGTON VA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA079345 
French, J. W. (1952). Validation of the practical judgment and directed memory experimental sections 
of one form of the Law School Admission Test. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1952(1), i-6. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1952.tb00030.x 
French, J. W. (1959). Comparative prediction of success and satisfaction in college major fields. ETS 
Research Bulletin Series, 1959(2), i-58. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1959.tb00094.x 
Fritzsche, B. A., Powell, A. B., & Hoffman, R. (1999). Person-environment congruence as a predictor 
of customer service performance. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54(1), 59–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1645 
Frost, D. E. (1983). Role perceptions and behavior of the immediate superior: Moderating effects on 
the prediction of leadership effectiveness. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 
31(1), 123–142. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(83)90116-2 
Fryer, L. K. (2015). Predicting self-concept, interest and achievement for first-year students: The 
seeds of lifelong learning. Learning and Individual Differences, 38, 107–114. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.01.007 
Fu, Y. (2012). The Effectiveness of Traditional Admissions Criteria in Predicting College and 
Graduate Success for American and International Students. Retrieved from 
http://arizona.openrepository.com/arizona/handle/10150/217056 
Fuentealba, C., Hecker, K. G., Nelson, P. D., Tegzes, J. H., & Waldhalm, S. J. (2011). Relationships 
between Admissions Requirements and pre-clinical and clinical performance in a distributed 
veterinary curriculum. Journal of Veterinary Medical Education. 
https://doi.org/10.3138/jvme.38.1.52 
 1512 
Furnham, A., Rawles, R., & Iqbal, S. (2006). Personality, intelligence and proof-reading. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 41(8), 1457–1467. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.04.025 
Furnham, A., Rinaldelli-Tabaton, E., & Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2011). Personality and intelligence 
predict arts and science school results in 16 year olds. Psychologia, 54(1), 39–51. 
https://doi.org/10.2117/psysoc.2011.39 
Gael, S., Grant, D. L., & Ritchie, R. J. (1975). Employment test validation for minority and 
nonminority clerks with work sample criteria. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(4), 420–426. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076908 
Gallagher, A. G., Cowie, R., Crothers, I., Jordan-Black, J.-A., & Satava, R. M. (2003). PicSOr: An 
objective test of perceptual skill that predicts laparoscopic technical skill in three initial studies 
of laparoscopopic performance. Surgical Endoscopy And Other Interventional Techniques, 
17(9), 1468–1471. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-002-8569-4 
Galleher, C., Rundquist, P. J., Barker, D. B., & Chang, W.-P. (2012). Determining cognitive and non-
cognitive predictors of success on the National Physical Therapy Examination. Internet Journal 
of Allied Health Sciences and Practice, 10(4), 7. 
Gansky, S. A., Pritchard, H., Kahl, E., Mendoza, D., Bird, W., Miller, A. J., & Graham, D. (2004). 
Reliability and validity of a manual dexterity test to predict preclinical grades. Journal of Dental 
Education, 68(9), 985–994. 
Garden, D. E. (1961). A study of the relationship between clerical productivity and certain items of 





Gardner, D., & Deadrick, D. L. (2008). Underprediction of performance for US minorities using 
cognitive ability measures. Equal Opportunities International, 27(5), 455–464. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/02610150810882305 
Gardner, R. C. (1965). A language aptitude test for blind students. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
49(2), 135. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0021893 
Gardner, R. C., & Lambert, W. E. (1965). Language aptitude, intelligence, and second-language 
achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 56(4), 191. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0022400 
Gardner, R. C., & Lysynchuk, L. M. (1990). The role of aptitude, attitudes, motivation, and language 
use on second-language acquisition and retention. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science / 
Revue Canadienne Des Sciences Du Comportement, 22(3), 254. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0078924 
Garton, B. L., Dyer, J. E., King, B. O., & Ball, A. L. (2000). Predicting College Agriculture Students’ 
Academic Performance and Retention: A Trend Study. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED462292 
Gast, I. F., & Johnson, D. M. (1990). Investigation of Psychomotor and Spatial Abilities in Simulated 
Air Defense Engagements (No. ARI-TR-912). ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE 
BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA, ARMY RESEARCH INST 
FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA229649 
Gavin, J. F. |Toole. (1973). Validity of Aptitude Tests for the “Hardcore Unemployed.” Personnel 
Psychology. 
Gebhard, R. M. (1970). Development of a Training Program and Job Aids for Maintenance of 
Electronic Communication Equipment. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED053292 
 1514 
Geiger, L., Popp, M., & Färber, B. (2011). Validation of a testbed as a screening tool for telepresence 
systems in terms of fine-motor performance. Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual Environments, 
20(2), 162–172. https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00041 
Gellatly, I. R., Paunonen, S. V., Meyer, J. P., Jackson, D. N., & Goffin, R. D. (1991). Personality, 
vocational interest, and cognitive predictors of managerial job performance and satisfaction. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 12(3), 221–231. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-
8869(91)90108-N 




GENERAL APTITUDE TEST BATTERY Patterns for College Areas. (1951). Occupations: The 
Vocational Guidance Journal, 29(7), 518–526. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2164-
5892.1951.tb02536.x 
Gershon, A. (1962). A study of factor-unique tests selected from the structure of intellect as predictors 
of managerial success in civil service (A.M.). University of Southern California, United States -- 
California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1647738045/abstract/90F4BF
8E4C674139PQ/2712 
Ghiselli, E. E., & Brown, C. W. (1949). The prediction of accidents of taxicab drivers. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 33(6), 540. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060106 
 1515 
Gibbons, R. D., Baker, R. J., & Skinner, D. B. (1986). Field articulation testing: A predictor of 
technical skills in surgical residents. Journal of Surgical Research, 41(1), 53–57. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-4804(86)90008-9 
Gilbert, G. E., Basco, W. T., Blue, A. V., & O’Sullivan, P. S. (2002). Predictive validity of the 
Medical College Admissions Test writing sample for the United States Medical Licensing 
Examination Steps 1 and 2. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 7(3), 191–200. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021110132214 
Gill, R. W. T. (1982). A trainability concept for management potential and an empirical study of its 
relationship with intelligence for two managerial skills. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 
55(2), 139–147. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1982.tb00086.x 
Giuliano, C. A., Gortney, J., & Binienda, J. (2016). Predictors of performance on the pharmacy 
curriculum outcomes assessment (PCOA). Currents in Pharmacy Teaching and Learning, 8(2), 
148–154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cptl.2015.09.011 
Glaser, K., Hojat, M., Veloski, J. J., Blacklow, R. S., & Goepp, C. E. (1992). Science, verbal, or 
quantitative skills: Which is the most important predictor of physician competence? Educational 
and Psychological Measurement, 52(2), 395–406. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164492052002015 
Glaser, R. (1951). Predicting achievement in medical school. Journal of Applied Psychology, 35(4), 
272. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054881 
Glaser, R., & Jacobs, O. (1954). Predicting achievement in medical school: a comparison of 
preclinical and clinical criteria. Journal of Applied Psychology, 38(4), 245. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0055059 
 1516 
Glick, O. J., McClelland, E., & June C., Y. (1986). NCLEX-RN: Predicting the performance of 
graduates of an integrated baccalaureate nursing program. Journal of Professional Nursing, 2(2), 
98–103. https://doi.org/10.1016/S8755-7223(86)80076-X 
Gluskinos, U., & Brennan, T. F. (1971). Selection and evaluation procedure for operating room 
personnel. Journal of Applied Psychology, 55(2), 165–169. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0030790 
Glyn Jones, J. C. (1979). Dental student selection—the prediction of success. Journal of Dentistry, 
7(4), 329–338. https://doi.org/10.1016/0300-5712(79)90146-5 
Goffin, R. D., Gellatly, I. R., Paunonen, S. V., Jackson, D. N., & Meyer, J. P. (1996). Criterion 
validation of two approaches to performance appraisal: The behavioral observation scale and the 
relative percentile method. Journal of Business and Psychology, 11(1), 23–33. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02278252 
Goffin, R. D., Jang, I., & Skinner, E. (2011). Forced-choice and conventional personality assessment: 
Each may have unique value in pre-employment testing. Personality and Individual Differences, 
51(7), 840–844. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.07.012 
Goldberg, A. E., Neifeld, J. P., Wolfe, L. G., & Goldberg, S. R. (2008). Correlation of manual 
dexterity with USMLE scores and medical student class rank. Journal of Surgical Research, 
147(2), 212–215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2008.02.050 
Goldstein, H. W., Yusko, K. P., Braverman, E. P., Smith, D. B., & Chung, B. (1998). The role of 
cognitive ability in the subgroup differences and incremental validity of assessment center 
exercises. Personnel Psychology, 51(2), 357–374. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1998.tb00729.x 
 1517 
Goldstein, H. W., Yusko, K. P., & Nicolopoulos, V. (2001). Exploring Black‐White subgroup 
differences of managerial competencies. Personnel Psychology, 54(4), 783–807. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2001.tb00232.x 
Gollub, L. R. (1992). Validity of a pre-employment physical ability test for predicting industrial 
injuries (Doctoral Thesis). University of Houston, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303995733/abstract/9662784
FE9A6452EPQ/1112 
Gomez, L. M., Egan, D. E., & Bowers, C. (1986). Learning to use a text editor: Some learner 
characteristics that predict success. Human-Computer Interaction, 2(1), 1. 
Gonzalez, C., Thomas, R. P., & Vanyukov, P. (2005). The relationships between cognitive ability and 
dynamic decision making. Intelligence, 33(2), 169–186. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2004.10.002 
Gonzalez, D. L. (1986). Relationship between the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) and Performance in Fleet Readiness Squadron (FRS) Acoustic Operator Training. 
NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL MONTEREY CA, NAVAL POSTGRADUATE 
SCHOOL MONTEREY CA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA168516 
Goodrum, P. M., Miller, J., Sweany, J., & Alruwaythi, O. (2016). Influence of the format of 
engineering information and spatial cognition on craft-worker performance. Journal of 
Construction Engineering and Management, 142(9), 4016043. 
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)CO.1943-7862.0001157 
Goodyear N, & Lampe MF. (2004). Standardized test scores as an admission requirement. Clinical 
Laboratory Science, 17(1), 19–24. 
 1518 
Goolsby, T. M. (1968). Law school selection and performance and subsequent admission to legal 
practice. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 28(2), 421–426. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446802800222 
Gopher, D. (1982). A selective attention test as a predictor of success in flight training. Human 
Factors, 24(2), 173–183. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872088202400203 
Gopher, D., & Kahneman, D. (1971). Individual differences in attention and the prediction of flight 
criteria. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 33(3_suppl), 1335–1342. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1971.33.3f.1335 
Gordon, B. F., & Dennis, R. A. (1966). Characteristics and performance predictors of 7094 computer 
service operators. In Proceedings of the Fourth SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel 
Research (pp. 96–103). New York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/1142620.1142630 
Gordon, M. E., & Kleiman, L. S. (1976). The prediction of trainability using a work sample test and 
an aptitude test: A direct comparison. Personnel Psychology, 29(2), 243–253. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1976.tb00412.x 
Gorham, G. (1947). Studies in pilot selection: I. The prediction of success in learning to fly light 
aircraft. Psychological Monographs, 61(5), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093593 
Gough, H. G. (1976). Studying creativity by means of word association tests. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 61(3), 348–353. 
Gough, H. G., & Hall, W. B. (1964). Prediction of performance in medical school from the California 
Psychological Inventory. Journal of Applied Psychology, 48(4), 218–226. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0041092 
Gough, H. G., & Hall, W. B. (1975). The prediction of academic and clinical performance in medical 
school. Research in Higher Education, 3(4), 301–314. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00991247 
 1519 
Grafton, F. C., & Horne, D. K. (1985). An Investigation of Alternatives for Setting Second-to-Third 
Tour Reenlistment Standards. 
Graham, L. D. (1991). Predicting academic success of students in a Master of Business 
Administration program. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 51(3), 721–727. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164491513023 
Graham, S. E., Leet, W. T., Elliott, G. S., Hamill, J., & Smithh, S. E. (1989). Soldier Performance 
Research Project: Armor Field and SIMNET Tests (No. ARI-RR-1541). ARMY RESEARCH 
INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA, ARMY 
RESEARCH INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA214345 
Grant, D. L. (1955). Validity information exchange. Personnel Psychology, 8(1), 103–123. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1955.tb01192.x 
Grant, D. L. (1956a). Validity information exchange. Personnel Psychology, 9(1), 101–130. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1956.tb01830.x 
Grant, D. L. (1956b). Validity information exchange and normative data information exchange. 
Personnel Psychology, 9(4), 515–562. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1956.tb01083.x 
Grant, D. L. (1958). Validity information exchange and normative data information exchange. 
Personnel Psychology, 11(2), 235–281. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1958.tb00017.x 
Grant, D. L., & Bray, D. W. (1970). Validation of employment tests for telephone company 
installation and repair occupations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 54(1p1), 7. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0028648 
Graves, J. G. (1999). Emotional intelligence and cognitive ability: Predicting performance in job-
simulated activities (Doctoral Thesis). California School of Professional Psychology - San 
 1520 
Diego, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304547840/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/2 
Gray, B. (1965). The Differential Aptitude Tests in a military academic setting. The Journal of 
Educational Research, 58(8), 352–354. 
Gray, S. A., & Deem, L. P. (2002). Predicting student performance in preclinical technique courses 
using the theory of ability determinants of skilled performance. Journal of Dental Education, 
66(6), 721–727. 
Gray, S. A., Deem, L. P., Sisson, J. A., & Hammrich, P. L. (2003). The predictive utility of computer-
simulated exercises for preclinical technique performance. Journal of Dental Education, 67(11), 
1229–1233. 
Gray, S. A., Deem, L. P., & Straja, S. R. (2002). Are traditional cognitive tests useful in predicting 
clinical success? Journal of Dental Education, 66(11), 1241–1245. 
Green, B. D. (2006). Theoretical considerations of personality, cognition, and task specificity for 
inspection task personnel selection (M.S.I.E.). State University of New York at Buffalo, United 
States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304937855/abstract/9662784
FE9A6452EPQ/1001 
Green, S. G. (1991). Professional entry and the adviser relationship: Socialization, commitment, and 
productivity. Group & Organization Studies, 16(4), 387–407. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/105960119101600404 
 1521 
Greene, R. R. (1947). Studies in pilot selection: II. The ability to perceive and react differentially to 
configurational changes as related to the piloting of light aircraft. Psychological Monographs, 
61(5), 18–29. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093596 
Greener, J. M., & Osburn, H. G. (1979). An empirical study of the accuracy of corrections for 
restriction in range due to explicit selection. Applied Psychological Measurement, 3(1), 31–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662167900300104 
Griffin, G. R. (1987). Development and Evaluation of an Automated Series of Single-and Multiple-
Dichotic Listening and Psychomotor Tasks. 
Griffin, G. R., & Hopson, J. A. (1978). An Evaluation of the Omnibus Personality Inventory in the 
Prediction of Attrition in Naval Aviation Training. 
Griffin, G. R., & McBride, D. K. (1986). Multitask Performance: Predicting Success in Naval 
Aviation Primary Flight Training. 
Griffin, G. R., Morrison, T. R., Amerson, T. L., & Hamilton, P. V. (1987). Predicting Air Combat 
Maneuvering (ACM) Performance: Fleet Fighter ACM Readiness Program Grades as 
Performance Criteria. 
Griffin, M. A., & Neal, A. (2000). Perceptions of safety at work: A framework for linking safety 
climate to safety performance, knowledge, and motivation. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 5(3), 347–358. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.3.347 
Groenier, M., Groenier, K. H., Miedema, H. A. T., & Broeders, I. A. M. J. (2015). Perceptual speed 
and psychomotor ability predict laparoscopic skill acquisition on a simulator. Journal of Surgical 
Education, 72(6), 1224–1232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsurg.2015.07.006 
 1522 
Groenier, M., Schraagen, J. M. C., Miedema, H. a. T., & Broeders, I. a. J. M. (2014). The role of 
cognitive abilities in laparoscopic simulator training. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 
19(2), 203–217. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-013-9455-7 
Gropper, D. M. (2007). Does the GMAT matter for executive MBA students? Some empirical 
evidence. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 6(2), 206–216. 
Group Differences in the Role of g and Prior Job Knowledge in the Acquisition of Subsequent Job 




Groves, J. (2015, August 19). The predictive validity of the Abstract Reasoning Test and the Raven’s 
Advanced Progressive Matrices Test for the academic results of first year engineering students 
(Thesis). Retrieved from http://wiredspace.wits.ac.za/handle/10539/18270 
Groves, M. A., Gordon, J., & Ryan, G. (2007). Entry tests for graduate medical programs: is it time to 
re-think? Medical Journal of Australia, 186(3).  
Groves, M., O’Rourke, P., & Alexander, H. (2003). The association between student characteristics 
and the development of clinical reasoning in a graduate-entry, PBL medical programme. Medical 
Teacher, 25(6), 626–631. 
Grube, J. A. (2000). The Predictive Ability of the Allied Health Aptitude Test and Selected 
Characteristics upon Success on Certification Examinations in Allied Health. The Ohio State 
University. Retrieved from 
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/pg_10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:osu1419261632 
 1523 
Guarino, S. N., Whitaker, V. L., & Jundt, D. K. (2017). Mastery goal orientation and cognitive ability 
effects on performance in learner-guided training. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 47(1), 
23–34. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12414 
Guilford, J. S. (1951). The relative value of fourteen test variables for predicting success in executive 




Guller, M. (2004). Predicting performance of law enforcement personnel using the Candidate and 
Officer Personnel Survey and other psychological measures (Doctoral Thesis). Seton Hall 




Gully, S. M., Payne, S. C., Koles, K. L. K., & Whiteman, J.-A. K. (2002). The impact of error training 
and individual differences on training outcomes: An attribute-treatment interaction perspective. 
In Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 143. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.143 
Gutkowski, J. M. (1997). Investigating a three-component model of job performance: A construct-





H, C. (1946). The MacQuarrie Test for Mechanical Ability: I. Selecting radio assembly operators. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 30(6), 586–595. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0063261 
H, H., N, D., & L, N. (1949). Curricular differences in predicting scholastic achievement: applications 
to counseling. Journal of Educational Psychology, 40(7), 385–394. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058401 
Haas, R. E., Nugent, K. E., & Rule, R. A. (2004). The use of discriminant function analysis to predict 
student success on the NCLEX-RN. Journal of Nursing Education, 43(10), 440–446. 
https://doi.org/10.3928/01484834-20041001-03 
Hackett, G., Betz, N. E., Manuel, J., & Rocha-Singh, I. A. (1992). Gender, ethnicity, and social 
cognitive factors predicting the academic achievement of students in engineering. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 39(4), 527–538. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.39.4.527 
Hadfield, O. D., Littleton, C. E., Steiner, R. L., & Woods, E. S. (1998). Predictors of preservice 
elementary teacher effectiveness... Journal of Instructional Psychology, 25(1), 34. 
Hakstian, A. R., & Bennet, R. W. (1978). Validity studies using the Comprehensive Ability Battery 
(CAB): II. Relationships with the DAT and GATB. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 38(4), 1003–1015. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447803800419 
Hakstian, A. R., & Gale, C. A. (1979). Validity studies using the Comprehensive Ability Battery 
(CAB): III. Performance in conjunction with personality and motivational traits. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 39(2), 389–400. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447903900218 
Hall, B. W., & Others, A. (1973). Effect of Differentially Motivating Instructions on the Predictive 
Validity of a Test Device. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED076703 
Hall, D. J., Cegielski, C. G., & Wade, J. N. (2006). Theoretical value belief, cognitive ability, and 
personality as predictors of student performance in object-oriented programming environments. 
 1525 
Decision Sciences Journal of Innovative Education, 4(2), 237–257. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4609.2006.00115.x 
Hall, R. S. (1970). The Construction of a Selection Battery for Programmers Adapted to South 
African Conditions. In Proceedings of the Eighth Annual SIGCPR Conference (pp. 108–118). 
New York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/800162.805175 
Halliday, R. W., Fletcher Jr., F. M., & Cohen, R. M. (1951). Validity of the Owens-Bennett 
Mechanical Comprehension Test. Journal of Applied Psychology, 35(5), 321. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054953 
Hambrick, D. Z., Meinz, E. J., Pink, J. E., Pettibone, J. C., & Oswald, F. L. (2010). Learning outside 
the laboratory: Ability and non-ability influences on acquiring political knowledge. Learning and 
Individual Differences, 20(1), 40–45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2009.10.013 
Hammond, K. L. ., Cook-Wallace, M. K. ., Moser, E. R. ., & Harrigan, R. L. . (2015). Traditional 
MBA admissions criteria and graduate school success: The importance of GMAT scores and 
undergraduate GPA as predictors of graduate business school performance. Academy of 
Educational Leadership Journal, 19(2), 67–76. 
Hamrick, P. (2015). Declarative and procedural memory abilities as individual differences in 
incidental language learning. Learning and Individual Differences, 44, 9–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.10.003 
Hancock, T. (1999). The gender difference: validity of standardized admission tests in predicting 
MBA performance. Journal of Education for Business, 75(2), 91–93. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832329909598996 
 1526 
Haney, R., Michael, W. B., & Gershon, A. (1962). Achievement, aptitude, and personality measures 
as predictors of success in nursing training. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 22(2), 
389–392. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446202200213 
Haney, R., Michael, W. B., & Martois, J. (1976). The prediction of success of three ethnic groups in 
the academic components of a nursing-training program at a large metropolitan hospital. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 36(2), 421–431. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447603600222 
Hanisch, K. A., & Hulin, C. L. (1993). What Changes Occur During Complex Skill Acquisition? 
Hankey, R. O. (1968). Personality correlates in a role of authority: The police (D.P.A.). University of 
Southern California, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1648117327/abstract/963DA
05DD1F944FBPQ/723 
Hanna, R. (2014). Development and Enhancement to a Pilot Selection Battery for a University 




Hanners, E. F., & Bishop, T. D. (1975). Predicting success in vocational training by using the GATB. 
Journal of Employment Counseling, 12(2), 59–65. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-
1920.1975.tb01055.x 
Hansen, C. P. (1989). A causal model of the relationship among accidents, biodata, personality, and 
cognitive factors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(1), 81–90. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.74.1.81 
 1527 
Hansen, R. A. |Neujahr. (1973). The Validity of the Pre-Engineering Ability Test for Predicting Long-
Term Academic Success. Educational and Psychological Measurement. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=66&id=EJ090369 
Hardy, J. (2015). DISENTANGLING SELF-REGULATION AND PERFORMANCE IN ACTIVE 
LEARNING: TOWARD A DYNAMIC PROCESS PERSPECTIVE ON COMPLEX SKILL 
ACQUISITION. Retrieved from https://shareok.org/handle/11244/14613 
Harker, J. B. (1960). Cross validation of an IBM proof machine test battery. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 44(4), 237. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0039923 
Harley, P. A. (1971, August). Using High School Records to Predict Success in Architecture School 
(Thesis). Texas Tech University. Retrieved from https://ttu-ir.tdl.org/ttu-ir/handle/2346/14615 
Harrick, E. J., Schaefer, D. O., Pynes, J. E., & Daugherty, R. A. (1993). De-mystifying employment 
test validation: A process to get high validity coefficients. Consulting Psychology Journal: 
Practice and Research, 45(3), 1. https://doi.org/10.1037/1061-4087.45.3.1 
Hart, M. E. (1993). Predicting Achievement in Foreign Language. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED360815 
Hartmann, E., Sunde, T., Kristensen, W., & Martinussen, M. (2003). Psychological measures as 
predictors of military training performance. Journal of Personality Assessment, 80(1), 87–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327752JPA8001_17 
Hatfield, R. D. (1996). The goal paradox in training design: Do goals operate as a narrowing or light 





Hattrup, K., O’Connell, M. S., & Labrador, J. R. (2005). Incremental validity of locus of control after 
controlling for cognitive ability and conscientiousness. Journal of Business and Psychology, 
19(4), 461–481. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-005-4519-1 
Hattrup, K., O’Connell, M. S., & Wingate, P. H. (1998). Prediction of mulitdimensional criteria: 
Distinguishing task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 11(4), 305–319. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1104_1 
Haught, P. A., & Walls, R. T. (2002). Adult Learners: Relationships of Reading, MCAT, and USMLE 
Step 1 Test Results for Medical Students. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED464943 
Hauptman, P. C. (1971). A STRUCTURAL APPROACH vs. A SITUATIONAL APPROACH TO 
FOREIGN-LANGUAGE TEACHING1. Language Learning, 21(2), 235–244. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1971.tb00062.x 
Hausdorf, P. A., & Risavy, S. D. (2015). Predicting training and job performance for transit operators. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 23(2), 191–195. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12107 
Hausknecht, J. P., Trevor, C. O., & Farr, J. L. (2002). Retaking ability tests in a selection setting: 
Implications for practice effects, training performance, and turnover. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 87(2), 243. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.243 
Havens, S. M. (2004). Cognitive ability and personality as predictors of performance on a simulated 
quality control task (M.S.). Angelo State University, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305052487/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/173 
Hawes, S. R. (2000). A comparison of biodata, ability, and a conditional reasoning test as predictors 
of reliable behavior in the workplace (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Tennessee, United 
 1529 
States -- Tennessee. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304619882/abstract/DB3B00
91FB9A4AA3PQ/345 
Hawley, J. K., Mullins, C. J., & Weeks, J. (1977). Jet Engine Mechanic-AFSC 426X2: Experimental 
Job Performance Tests. APPLIED SCIENCE ASSOCIATES INC VALENCIA PA, APPLIED 
SCIENCE ASSOCIATES INC VALENCIA PA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA053302 
Hebert, D. J. |Holmes. (1979). Graduate Record Examinations Aptitude Test Scores as a Predictor of 
Graduate Grade Point Average. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 39(2), 415–420. 
Hedlund, J., Forsythe, G. B., Horvath, J. A., Williams, W. M., Snook, S., & Sternberg, R. J. (2003). 
Identifying and assessing tacit knowledge: understanding the practical intelligence of military 
leaders. The Leadership Quarterly, 14(2), 117–140. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-
9843(03)00006-7 
Hedlund, J., Wilt, J. M., Nebel, K. L., Ashford, S. J., & Sternberg, R. J. (2006). Assessing practical 
intelligence in business school admissions: A supplement to the graduate management 
admissions test. Learning and Individual Differences, 16(2), 101–127. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2005.07.005 
Hedman, L., Ström, P., Andersson, P., Kjellin, A., Wredmark, T., & Felländer-Tsai, L. (2006). High-
level visual-spatial ability for novices correlates with performance in a visual-spatial complex 
surgical simulator task. Surgical Endoscopy And Other Interventional Techniques, 20(8), 1275–
1280. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-005-0036-6 
 1530 
Hegarty, M., Keehner, M., Khooshabeh, P., & Montello, D. R. (2009). How spatial abilities enhance, 
and are enhanced by, dental education. Learning and Individual Differences, 19(1), 61–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.006 
Hegarty, M., Montello, D. R., Richardson, A. E., Ishikawa, T., & Lovelace, K. (2006). Spatial 
abilities at different scales: Individual differences in aptitude-test performance and spatial-layout 
learning. Intelligence, 34(2), 151–176. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2005.09.005 
Heil, M. C. (1998). Air Traffic Control Specialist Age and Cognitive Test Performance. FEDERAL 
AVIATION ADMINISTRATION OKLAHOMA CITY OK CIVIL AEROMEDICAL INST, 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION OKLAHOMA CITY OK CIVIL 
AEROMEDICAL INST. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA368670 
Heintze, U., Radeborg, K., Bengtsson, H., & Stenlåås, A. (2004). Assessment and evaluation of 
individual prerequisites for dental education. European Journal of Dental Education, 8(4), 152–
160. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0579.2004.00345.x 
Held, J. D. (1992). Validation of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) selector 
Composites: Radioman (RM) Class “A” School (No. NPRDC-TR-92-16). NAVY PERSONNEL 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA, NAVY PERSONNEL 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA253370 
Held, J. D. (1995). Validation of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) and the 
English Diagnostic Test (EDT) for the Basic Journalist (JO) Class “A” School. (No. NPRDC-
TN-96-8). NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO 
CA, NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA302548 
 1531 
Held, J. D., & Foley, P. P. (1991). Validation Study of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) Selector Composites: Gas Turbine System Technician Rating, Electrical (GSE) and 
Mechanical (GSM), for 4- and 6-Year Obligor Programs (No. NPRDC-TR-92-5). NAVY 
PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA, NAVY 
PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA. Retrieved 
from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA244782 
Held, J. D., & Johns, C. W. (1994). Validation of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) selector Composites: Boiler Technician (BT), Machinist’s Mate (MM), and Engineman 
(EN) Ratings (No. NPRDC-TR-94-5). NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA, NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA276553 
Held, J. D., & Monzon, R. I. (1991). Validation Study of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) Selector Composites: Operations Control (OA) Occupational Group (No. NPRDC-TR-
92-4). NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA, 
NAVY PERSONNEL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER SAN DIEGO CA. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA245012 
Helle, L., Nivala, M., Kronqvist, P., Ericsson, K. A., & Lehtinen, E. (2010). Do prior knowledge, 
personality and visual perceptual ability predict student performance in microscopic pathology? 
Medical Education, 44(6), 621–629. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2010.03625.x 
Helme, W. H., Denton, B., & Bivins, C. (1963). Validation of the ACB for Job Performance in Five 
Job Areas. (No. APRO-RM-63-1). ARMY PERSONNEL RESEARCH OFFICE 
 1532 
WASHINGTON DC, ARMY PERSONNEL RESEARCH OFFICE WASHINGTON DC. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA079221 
Helme, W. H., & Fitch, D. J. (1962). Grouping Army Training Courses by Army Classification 
Battery Factors (No. APRO-TRN-128). ARMY PERSONNEL RESEARCH OFFICE 
WASHINGTON DC, ARMY PERSONNEL RESEARCH OFFICE WASHINGTON DC. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0413536 
Henderson, N. D. (2010). Predicting long-term firefighter performance from cognitive and physical 
ability measures. Personnel Psychology, 63(4), 999–1039. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2010.01196.x 
Henmon, V. A. C. (1919). Air service tests of aptitude for flying. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
3(2), 103. 
Henneman, R. L., & Rouse, W. B. (1984). Measures of human problem solving performance in fault 
diagnosis tasks. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, SMC-14(1), 99–112. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/TSMC.1984.6313272 
Herniman, D. (2013). Investigating predictors of Primary Flight Training in the Canadian Forces 
(M.A.). Carleton University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1418477643/abstract/583296
2814404AC1PQ/159 
Herold, D. M., Davis, W., Fedor, D. B., & Parsons, C. K. (2002). Dispositional influences on transfer 
of learning in multistage training programs. Personnel Psychology, 55(4), 851–869. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00132.x 
Hertenstein, E. J. (2000). The interaction between learning goal orientation and differentially 
distributed -practice training designs in labor education (Doctoral Thesis). University of Illinois 
 1533 
at Urbana-Champaign, United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304626159/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/519 
Hertenstein, E. J. (2001). Goal orientation and practice condition as predictors of training results. 
Human Resource Development Quarterly, 12(4), 403–419. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.1005 
Hetter, R. D., & Abrahams, N. M. (1981). Evaluation of Aptitude and Achievement Composites for 
the Initial Classification of Marine Corps Officers. 
Heuckeroth, O. H., & Smith, N. D. (1990). Relationship between Vehicle Identification Performance 
and the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) (No. ARI-TR-882). ARMY 
RESEARCH INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ALEXANDRIA VA, 
ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA221558 
Hiatt, C. M. (2005). The Relationship Between ASVAB and Training School Performance for USMC 
Field Radio Operators (No. CAB D0012237.A2). CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES 
ALEXANDRIA VA, CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved 
from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA442036 
Higdem, J. L. (2013). Making Feedback Compelling: Examining the Format of Written Development 
Feedback to Promote Feedback Insight and Retention (Doctoral Thesis). University of 
Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1504609752/abstract/DB3B0
091FB9A4AA3PQ/368 
Higgins, D. M., Peterson, J. B., Pihl, R. O., & Lee, A. G. M. (2007). Prefrontal cognitive ability, 
intelligence, Big Five personality, and the prediction of advanced academic and workplace 
 1534 
performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93(2), 298. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.298 
Hinds, P. J., Patterson, M., & Pfeffer, J. (2001). Bothered by abstraction: The effect of expertise on 
knowledge transfer and subsequent novice performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(6), 
1232. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1232 
Hobfoll, S. E., & Benor, D. E. (1981). Prediction of student clinical performance. Medical Education, 
15(4), 231–236. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1981.tb02638.x 
Hochwarter, W. A., Witt, L. A., & Kacmar, K. M. (2000). Perceptions of organizational politics as a 
moderator of the relationship between consciousness and job performance. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 85, 472. American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.85.3.472 
Hodgson, K. E. (2006). Military police selection in Canada: An evaluation of the Canadian Forces 




Hoefer, P., & Gould, J. (2000). Assessment of admission criteria for predicting students’ academic 
performance in graduate business programs. Journal of Education for Business, 75(4), 225–229. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832320009599019 
Hoermann, H.-J., & Goerke, P. (2014). Assessment of social competence for pilot selection. 
International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 24(1), 6–28. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2014.860843 
 1535 
Hoffman, B. J., Melchers, K. G., Blair, C. A., Kleinmann, M., & Ladd, R. T. (2011). Exercises and 
dimensions are the currency of assessment centers. Personnel Psychology, 64(2), 351–395. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01213.x 
Hoffman, C. C., Morris, D., & Luck, G. (2009). A test of a proposed method for estimating validity of 
a multivariate composite predictor: Extending the job component validity model. Psychological 
Reports, 105(3), 900–916. https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.105.3.900-916 
Hoffman, C. C., Nathan, B. R., & Holden, L. M. (1991). A comparison of validation criteria: 
Objective versus subjective performance measures and self- versus supervisor ratings. Personnel 
Psychology, 44(3), 601–618. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb02405.x 
Hofmann, D. A. (1992). Task performance and transfer: An assessment of interindividual differences 
in intraindividual change (Doctoral Thesis). The Pennsylvania State University, United States -- 
Pennsylvania. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303990685/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/815 
Holder, E. W. (2002). Spatial ability in navigation:  Can working memory and map complexity 




Holladay, C. L. (2002). Training design, self-efficacy, and transfer:  Resolving a paradox (M.A.). 




Holladay, C. L., & Quiñones, M. A. (2003). Practice variability and transfer of training: The role of 
self-efficacy generality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 1094.://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.88.6.1094 
Hollander, E. P. (1954). Peer nominations on leadership as a predictor of the pass-fail criterion in 
naval air training. Journal of Applied Psychology, 38(3), 150. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060761 
Hollenbeck, G. P., & McNamara, W. J. (1965). CUCPAT and programming aptitude. Personnel 
Psychology, 18(1), 101–106. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1965.tb00269.x 
Hollenbeck, J. R., Moon, H., Ellis, A. P. J., West, B. J., Ilgen, D. R., Sheppard, L., … Wagner III, J. 
A. (2002). Structural contingency theory and individual differences: Examination of external and 
internal person-team fit. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 599. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.599 
Holmes, D. C., Doering, J. V., & Spector, M. (2008). Associations among predental credentials and 
measures of dental school achievement. Journal of Dental Education, 72(2), 142–152. 
Horst, P. (1956). Optimal test length for maximum differential prediction. Psychometrika, 21(1), 51–
66. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289086 
Horst, P., & MacEwan, C. (1956). Optimal test length for maximum absolute prediction. 
Psychometrika, 21(2), 111–124. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289092 
Horvath-Shriner, A. K. (1999). The place of interpersonal orientation as compared with cognitive 
ability measures in the prediction of job performance for health care support personnel 




Hosseini, A. A. (1978). The predictive validity of the Scholastic Aptitude Test of the National 
Organization for Education Evaluation of the Iranian Ministry of Sciences and higher education 
for a group of Iranian students. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 38(4), 1041–1047. 
Hostetler, T. R. (1983). Predicting student success in an introductory programming course. SIGCSE 
Bull., 15(3), 40–43. https://doi.org/10.1145/382188.382571 
House, J. D., & Keeley, E. J. (1993). Differential Prediction of Graduate Student Achievement from 
Miller Analogies Test Scores. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED364605 
Howell, L. L., Sorenson, C. D., & Jones, M. R. (2014). Are Undergraduate GPA and General GRE 
Percentiles Valid Predictors of Student Performance in an Engineering Graduate Program? 
Retrieved from http://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/facpub/1343 
Hughes, G. L., & Prien, E. P. (1986). An evaluation of alternate scoring methods for the mixed 
standard scale. Personnel Psychology, 39(4), 839–847. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1986.tb00598.x 
Hughes, N. M. (2015). Cognitive Bases of Nuclear Control Room Tasks (Doctoral Thesis). The 
Catholic University of America, United States -- District of Columbia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1691346018/abstract/A55DA
1C748554C0CPQ/1948 
Hummel, K. M. (2009, April). Aptitude, phonological memory, and second language proficiency in 




Hund, A. M., & Nazarczuk, S. N. (2009). The effects of sense of direction and training experience on 
wayfinding efficiency. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 29(1), 151–159. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.05.009 
Hunter, D. R., Maurelli, V. A., & Thompson, N. A. (1977). Validation of a Psychomotor/Perceptual 
Test Battery. 
Hunter, D. R., & Thompson, N. A. (1978). Pilot Selection System Development. 
Hunter, S. T., Bedell-Avers, K. E., & Mumford, M. D. (2009). Impact of situational framing and 
complexity on charismatic, ideological and pragmatic leaders: Investigation using a computer 
simulation. The Leadership Quarterly, 20(3), 383–404. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.03.007 
Hunthausen, J. M. (2000). Predictors of task and contextual performance:  Frame -of -reference 
effects and applicant reaction effects on selection system validity (Doctoral Thesis). Portland 
State University, United States -- Oregon. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304615529/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/90 
Hunthausen, J. M., Truxillo, D. M., Bauer, T. N., & Hammer, L. B. (2003). A field study of frame-of-
reference effects on personality test validity. In Journal of Applied Psychology (Vol. 88, p. 545). 
American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.545 
Husbands, A., & Dowell, J. (2013). Predictive validity of the Dundee multiple mini-interview. 
Medical Education, 47(7), 717–725. https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.12193 
Husbands, A., Mathieson, A., Dowell, J., Cleland, J., & MacKenzie, R. (2014). Predictive validity of 
the UK clinical aptitude test in the final years of medical school: a prospective cohort study. 
BMC Medical Education, 14, 88. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-88 
 1539 
Huttner, L., & Stene, D. M. (1958). Foremen selection in light of a theory of supervision. Personnel 
Psychology, 11(3), 403–409. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1958.tb00028.x 
Hwu, F., & Sun, S. (2012). The aptitude-treatment interaction effects on the learning of grammar 
rules. System, 40(4), 505–521. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2012.10.009 
Iddekinge, C. H. V., Lanivich, S. E., Roth, P. L., & Junco, E. (2016). Social media for selection? 
Validity and adverse impact potential of a Facebook-based assessment. Journal of Management, 
42(7), 1811–1835. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313515524 
Ilgen, D. R., & Moore, C. F. (1987). Types and choices of performance feedback. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 72(3), 401. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.72.3.401 
Iliescu, D., Ilie, A., Ispas, D., & Ion, A. (2012). Emotional Intelligence in personnel selection: 
Applicant reactions, criterion, and incremental validity. International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 20(3), 347–358. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2012.00605.x 
Improving the Selection, Classification, and Utilization of Army Enlisted Personnel. Annual Report, 




Individual Difference Variables as Predictors of Error during Multitasking. (n.d.). Retrieved August 





Ingerick, M., Diaz, T., & Putka, D. (2009). Investigations into Army Enlisted Classification Systems: 
Concurrent Validation Report. HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION 
ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA 
VA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA500985 
Ingold, P. V., Kleinmann, M., König, C. J., & Melchers, K. G. (2016). Transparency of assessment 
centers: lower criterion-related validity but greater opportunity to perform? Personnel 
Psychology, 69(2), 467–497. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12105 
Intelligence and Neuropsychological Aptitude Testing of U.S. Air Force MQ-1 Predator Pilot 





Iriyanti, I. (2011). The correlation intelligence quatient (IQ) and studenst achievement in learning 
english : a correlational study on tenth grade of man 19 jakarta. Retrieved from 
http://repository.uinjkt.ac.id/dspace/handle/123456789/2254 
Irwin, W. G., & Bamber, J. H. (1978). Characteristics of senior medical students at Belfast. Medical 
Education, 12(2), 117–123. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1978.tb00645.x 
Ispas, D., Iliescu, D., Ilie, A., & Johnson, R. E. (2010). Examining the criterion related validity of the 
general ability measure for adults: A two sample investigation. International Journal of Selection 
and Assessment, 18(2), 226–229. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2010.00505.x 
 1541 
Ispas, D., Iliescu, D., Ilie, A., Sulea, C., Askew, K., Rohlfs, J. T., & Whalen, K. (2014). Revisiting the 
relationship between impression management and job performance. Journal of Research in 
Personality, 51, 47–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2014.04.010 
Itaya, L. E., Chambers, D. W., & King, P. A. (2008). Analyzing the influence of admissions criteria 
and cultural norms on success in an international dental studies program. Journal of Dental 
Education, 72(3), 317–328. 
J, D. (1944). Selection of female engineering trainees. Journal of Educational Psychology, 35(9), 
545–553. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058743 
Jackson, D. N., Harris, W. G., Ashton, M. C., McCarthey, J. M., & Tremblay, P. F. (2000). How 
useful are work samples in validational studies? International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 8(1), 29–33. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00129 
Jacobs, R. R., Conte, J. M., Day, D. V., Silva, J. M., & Harris, R. (1996). Selecting bus drivers: 
Multiple predictors, multiple perspectives on validity, and multiple estimates of utility. Human 
Performance, 9(3), 199–217. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup0903_2 
Jankowicz, A. Z. D. (1986). Local Irish norms for the Computer Programmer Aptitude Battery. The 
Irish Journal of Psychology, 7(2), 115–122. https://doi.org/10.1080/03033910.1986.10557682 
Jankowicz, A. Z., & Lerner, B. (1979). The Modern Language Aptitude Test (MLAT): Local Irish 
norms. The Irish Journal of Psychology, 4(2), 101–108. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03033910.1979.10557640 
Jansen, A., Melchers, K. G., Lievens, F., Kleinmann, M., Brändli, M., Fraefel, L., & König, C. J. 
(2013). Situation assessment as an ignored factor in the behavioral consistency paradigm 
underlying the validity of personnel selection procedures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(2), 
326. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031257 
 1542 
Jansen, D. G., Bonk, E. C., & Garvey, F. J. (1973). Relationships between Personal Orientation 
Inventory and Shipley-Hartford Scale scores and supervisor and peer ratings of counseling 
competency for clergymen in clinical training. Journal of Community Psychology, 1(2), 182–
184. https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(197304)1:2<182::AID-JCOP2290010208>3.0.CO;2-D 
Jasper, W. (1949). A validity study of a test battery for food market checkstand operators (A.M.). 
University of Southern California, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1646872160/abstract/963DA
05DD1F944FBPQ/830 
Je, B., Ka, Y., Mt, Y., & Li, V. (2000). Preoptometry and optometry school grade point average and 
optometry admissions test scores as predictors of performance on the national board of 
examiners in optometry part I (basic science) examination. Optometry and Vision Science : 
Official Publication of the American Academy of Optometry, 77(4), 188–193. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006324-200004000-00010 
Jenks, J., Selekman, J., Bross, T., & Paquet, M. (1989). Success in NCLEX-RN: Identifying 
predictors and optimal timing for intervention. Journal of Nursing Education, 28(3), 112–118. 
https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-19890301-06 
Jensen, H. E. |Valentine. (1976). Validation of ASVAB-2 Against Civilian Vocational-Technical 
High School Criteria. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=46&id=ED128367 
Jensen, M. B., & Rotter, J. B. (1947). The value of thirteen psychological tests in officer candidate 
screening. Journal of Applied Psychology, 31(3), 312. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056676 
Jex, F. B. (1966). PREDICTING ACADEMIC SUCCESS BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED017255 
 1543 
Jockin, V. (1998). The etiology of counterproductive work behaviors in a sample of early-career men 
(Doctoral Thesis). University of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304437490/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/87 
John, P., & Catano, V. M. (2002). Psychomotor abilities tests as predictors of training performance. 
Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue Canadienne Des Sciences Du Comportement, 
34(2), 75–83. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087157 
JOHNSON, R. D. (1970). An Investigation of the Interaction Effects of Ability and Motivational 
Variables on Task Performance (D.B.A.). Indiana University, Kelley School of Business, United 
States -- Indiana. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/302464029/citation/B396A2F
A0D4B4B6BPQ/1359 
Johnson, R. E., Silverman, S. B., Shyamsunder, A., Swee, H.-Y., Rodopman, O. B., Cho, E., & Bauer, 
J. (2010). Acting superior but actually inferior?: Correlates and consequences of workplace 
arrogance. Human Performance, 23(5), 403–427. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2010.515279 
Johnston, P. J. (2000). Investigating the use of psychomotor abilities tests as predictors of training 
performance in the Canadian Forces technical and mechanical occupations (M.Sc.). Saint 
Mary’s University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304673745/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/68 
Johnston, P. J., & Catano, V. M. (2013). Investigating the validity of previous flying experience, both 
actual and simulated, in predicting initial and advanced military pilot training performance. 
 1544 
International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 23(3), 227–244. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2013.799352 
Jones, D. H., & Carron, T. J. (1965). Evaluation of a reading development program for scientists and 
engineers. Personnel Psychology, 18(3), 281–295. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1965.tb00286.x 
Jones, E. S. (1917). The Woolley-Test Series applied to the detection of ability in telegraphy. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 8(1), 27–34. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0073521 
Jones, R. D., & Barr, A. S. (1946). The prediction of teaching efficiency from objective measures. 
The Journal of Experimental Education, 15(1), 85–100. 
Joo, H. K. (1988). Analysis of the Korean Navy Selection Process for the Naval Post Graduate 
School. 
Jordan, A. M. (1922). Correlations of four intelligence tests with grades. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 13(7), 419. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0070371 
JOSHI, S. R. (1977). Development of an Employment Clerical Aptitude Test for Use in India. (M.A.). 
Western Michigan University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/302862420/citation/9662784
FE9A6452EPQ/1070 
Jr, J. L. M., & Clum, G. A. (1971). Longitudinal Prediction of Marine Combat Effectiveness. The 
Journal of Social Psychology, 83(1), 45–54. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1971.9919971 
Juan-Espinosa, M., Abad, F. J., Colom, R., & Fernández-Truchaud, M. (2000). Individual differences 
in large-spaces orientation: g and beyond? Personality and Individual Differences, 29(1), 85–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(99)00179-8 
 1545 
Jundt, D. K. (2005). An examination of the interactive effects of goal setting and metacognition on 




Jundt, D. K. (2009). Adaptability from a process perspective: Examining the effects of task change 
type and a metacognitive intervention on adaptive performance (Doctoral Thesis). Michigan 
State University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304950547/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/437 
Kagan, D. M., & Pietron, L. R. (1986). Aptitude for computer literacy. International Journal of Man-
Machine Studies, 25(6), 685–696. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-7373(86)80082-7 
Kantrowitz, T. M. (2005). Development and construct validation of a measure of soft skills 




Kao, E. C., Wilson, S., Ngan, P. W., & Kunovich, R. (1990). Wire-bending test as a predictor of 
preclinical performance by dental students. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 71(2), 667–673. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1990.71.2.667 
Kaufman, K. A., LaSalle-Ricci, V. H., Glass, C. R., & Arnkoff, D. B. (2007). Passing the bar exam: 
Psychological, educational, and demographic predictors of success law school and bar 
examination performance. Journal of Legal Education, 57, 205–223. 
 1546 
Keehner, M., Lippa, Y., Montello, D. R., Tendick, F., & Hegarty, M. (2006). Learning a spatial skill 
for surgery: how the contributions of abilities change with practice. Applied Cognitive 
Psychology, 20(4), 487–503. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1198 
Keehner, M. M., Tendick, F., Meng, M. V., Anwar, H. P., Hegarty, M., Stoller, M. L., & Duh, Q.-Y. 
(2004). Spatial ability, experience, and skill in laparoscopic surgery. The American Journal of 
Surgery, 188(1), 71–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjsurg.2003.12.059 
Keehner, M., Wong, D., & Tendick, F. (2004). Effects of viewing angle, spatial abilty, and sight of 
own hand on accuracy of movements performed under simulated laparoscopic conditions. 
Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 48(15), 1695–
1699. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193120404801514 
Keith, N., & Ericsson, K. A. (2007). A deliberate practice account of typing proficiency in everyday 
typists. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 13(3), 135. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
898X.13.3.135 
Keith, N., Richter, T., & Naumann, J. (2010). Active/exploratory training promotes transfer even in 
learners with low motivation and cognitive ability. Applied Psychology, 59(1), 97–123. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2009.00417.x 
Kell, H. J., Motowidlo, S. J., Martin, M. P., Stotts, A. L., & Moreno, C. A. (2014). Testing for 
independent effects of prosocial knowledge and technical knowledge on skill and performance. 
Human Performance, 27(4), 311–327. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2014.929692 
Kelleher, E. J., Kerr, W. A., & Melville, N. T. (1968). The prediction of subprofessional nursing 
success. Personnel Psychology, 21(3), 379–388. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1968.tb02038.x 
 1547 
Kelly, M. E., Regan, D., Dunne, F., Henn, P., Newell, J., & O’Flynn, S. (2013). To what extent does 
the Health Professions Admission Test-Ireland predict performance in early undergraduate tests 
of communication and clinical skills? An observational cohort study. BMC Medical Education, 
13, 68. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-13-68 
Kenya, A. W. M., Kenya, H. M., & Hart, J. (2013). Correlation between academic performance and 
NBCE part I scores at a chiropractic college. Journal of Chiropractic Education, 27(1), 27–32. 
https://doi.org/10.7899/JCE-12-010 
Kesselman, G. A., & Lopez, F. E. (1979). The impact of job analysis on employment test validation 
for minority and nonminority accounting personnel. Personnel Psychology, 32(1), 91–108. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1979.tb00471.x 
King, R. E., Retzlaff, P., Barto, E., Ree, M. J., Teachout, M. S., & Carretta, T. R. (2012). Pilot 
Cognitive Functioning and Training Outcomes (No. AFRL-SA-WP-TR-2012-0004). SCHOOL 
OF AEROSPACE MEDICINE WRIGHT PATTERSON AFB OH, SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE 
MEDICINE WRIGHT PATTERSON AFB OH. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA566316 
Kingsley, K., Sewell, J., Ditmyer, M., O’Malley, S., & Galbraith, G. M. (2007). Creating an evidence-
based admissions formula for a new dental school: University of Nevada, Las Vegas, School of 
Dental Medicine. Journal of Dental Education, 71(4), 492–500. 
Kinney, L. B. (1933). The relationship of certain factors to success in clerical positions. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 17(1), 55. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0072628 
Kinney, T. B. (2007). Task and individual characteristics as predictors of performance in a job -
relevant multi -tasking environment (Doctoral Thesis). The Pennsylvania State University, 




Kinney, T. G. (1987). Relationship of the Basic Attributes Test to Tactical Reconnaissance Pilot 
Performance (No. AFIT/CI/NR-87-86T). AIR FORCE INST OF TECH WRIGHT-
PATTERSONAFB OH, AIR FORCE INST OF TECH WRIGHT-PATTERSONAFB OH. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA185760 
Kipnis, D., & Glickman, A. S. (1962). The prediction of job performance. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 46(1), 50–56. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0048487 
Kirby, T. J. (1979). Dexterity testing and residents’ surgical performance. Transactions of the 
American Ophthalmological Society, 77, 294–307. 
Klehe, U.-C., & Latham, G. (2008). Predicting typical and maximum performance with measures of 
motivation and abilities. Psychologica Belgica, 48. Retrieved from 
http://dare.uva.nl/search?identifier=07a49193-e494-4f9a-b7e1-3e9d29777ca9 
Klehe, U.-C., & Latham, G. P. (2005). The predictive and incremental validity of the situational and 
patterned behavior description interviews for teamplaying behavior. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 13(2), 108–115. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-075X.2005.00305.x 
Klingner, Y., & Schuler, H. (2004). Improving participants’ evaluations while maintaining validity by 
a work sample- intelligence test hybrid. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
12(1–2), 120–134. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-075X.2004.00268.x 
Kluemper, D. H., DeGroot, T., & Choi, S. (2011). Emotion management ability. Journal of 
Management. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311407326 
 1549 
Kluge, A., Ritzmann, S., Burkolter, D., & Sauer, J. (2011). The interaction of drill and practice and 
error training with individual differences. Cognition, Technology & Work, 13(2), 103–120. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10111-010-0158-z 
Knapp, D. J., Burnfield, J. L., Sager, C. E., Waugh, G. W., & Campbell, J. P. (2002). Development of 
Predictor and Criterion Measures for the NCO21 Research Program. HUMAN RESOURCES 
RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA405458 
Knapp, D. J., & Heffner, T. S. (2009). Validating Future Force Performance Measures (Army Class): 
End of Training Longitudinal Validation. HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA507669 
Knapp, D. J., & LaPort, K. (2013a). Tier One Performance Screen Initial Operational Test and 
Evaluation: 2011 Annual Report. HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION 
ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA 
VA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA569024 
Knapp, D. J., & LaPort, K. A. (2013b). Tier One Performance Screen Initial Operational Test and 
Evaluation: 2012 Interim Report (No. ARI-TR-1332). ARMY RESEARCH INST FOR THE 
BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ARLINGTON VA, ARMY RESEARCH INST 
FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES ARLINGTON VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA591889 
 1550 
Knapp, D. J., & LaPort, K. A. (2014). Tier One Performance Screen Initial Operational Test and 
Evaluation: 2012 Annual Report. HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION 
ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA 
VA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA602475 
Knapp, D. J., McCloy, R. A., & Heffner, T. S. (2004). Validation of Measures Designed to Maximize 
21st-Century Army NCO Performance. HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA423602 
Knapp, D. J., Owens, K. S., & Allen, M. T. (2012). Validating Future Force Performance Measures 
(Army Class): In-Unit Performance Longitudinal Validation. HUMAN RESOURCES 
RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA569570 
Knapp, D. J., & Tremble, T. R. (2007). Concurrent Validation of Experimental Army Enlisted 
Personnel Selection and Classification Measures. HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA471963 
Knapp, L., Knapp, R. R., Strnad, L., & Michael, W. B. (1978). Comparative validity of the Career 
Ability Placement Survey (CAPS) and the General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) for predicting 
high school course marks. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 38(4), 1053–1056. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447803800424 
 1551 
Knerr, C. M., Harris, J. H., O’Brien, D. K., Sticha, P. J., & Goldberg, S. L. (1984). Armor Procedural 
Skills: Learning and Retention. 
Kock, D., & Servaas, F. (2004, April). The validation of the selection battery for pilots of the South 
African Air Force (Thesis). Stellenbosch : Stellenbosch University. Retrieved from 
http://scholar.sun.ac.za/handle/10019.1/50198 
Kock, F. S. D., Lievens, F., & Born, M. P. (2015). An in-depth look at dispositional reasoning and 
interviewer accuracy. Human Performance, 28(3), 199–221. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1021046 
Kock, F. de, & Schlechter, A. (2009). Fluid intelligence and spatial reasoning as predictors of pilot 
training performance in the South African Air Force (SAAF). SA Journal of Industrial 
Psychology, 35(1), 31–38. 
Koenig, S., Crucian, G., Dalrymple-Alford, J., & Dünser, A. (2011). Assessing navigation in real and 
virtual environments: A validation study. International Journal on Disability and Human 
Development, 10(4), 325–330. https://doi.org/10.1515/IJDHD.2011.050 
Koh, Y., Frechtling, D. C., & Boo, S. (2010). Prior work experience as a predictor of academic 
achievement among graduate level tourism and hospitality students. Journal of Hospitality & 
Tourism Education, 22(4), 5–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/10963758.2010.10696987 
Kolar, J., & Gorman, M. A. (1987). Determining the significance of standardized tests administered to 
entering interior design majors. Journal of Interior Design, 13(1), 45–50. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-1668.1987.tb00105.x 
Kolozsvari, N. O., Andalib, A., Kaneva, P., Cao, J., Vassiliou, M. C., Fried, G. M., & Feldman, L. S. 
(2011). Sex is not everything: the role of gender in early performance of a fundamental 
 1552 
laparoscopic skill. Surgical Endoscopy, 25(4), 1037–1042. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-010-
1311-8 
Kolz, A. R., McFarland, L. A., & Silverman, S. B. (1998). Cognitive ability and job experience as 
predictors of work performance. Journal of Psychology, 132(5), 539. 
Konkin, J. (2013). The moderating effect of emotional labor on the relationships of emotional 
intelligence and adjustment with managerial job performance (Psy.D.). Alliant International 
University, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1368074902/abstract/9E59D
D336DB447EDPQ/11 
Konradt, U., Hertel, G., & Joder, K. (2003). Web-based assessment of call center agents: 
Development and validation of a computerized instrument. International Journal of Selection 
and Assessment, 11(2–3), 184–193. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00242 
Koonce, J. M. (1982). Validation of a proposed pilot-trainee selection system. Aviation, Space, and 
Environmental Medicine, 53(12), 1166–1169. 
Kormos, J., & Sáfár, A. (2008, July). Phonological short-term memory, working memory and foreign 
language performance in intensive language learning&lt;a 




Kornhauser, A. W. (1927). Test and high-school records as indicators of success in an undergraduate 
school of business. The Journal of Educational Research, 16(5), 342–356. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.1927.10879801 
 1553 
Kostman, J. T. (2004). Multi-dimensional performance requires multi-dimensional predictors: 
Predicting complex job performance using cognitive ability, personality and emotional 
intelligence assessment instruments as combinatorial predictors (Doctoral Thesis). City 
University of New York, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305202479/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/19 
Kotzè, M., & Griessel, L. (2008). The prediction of the academic performance of MBA students by 
means of specific aptitudes and competencies. Retrieved from 
http://ir.cut.ac.za/handle/11462/505 
Koys, D. (2009). GMAT versus alternatives: Predictive validity evidence from Central Europe and the 
Middle East. Journal of Education for Business, 85(3), 180–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832320903258618 
Koys, D. J. (2005). The validity of the Graduate Management Admissions Test for non-U.S. students. 
Journal of Education for Business, 80(4), 236–239. https://doi.org/10.3200/JOEB.80.4.236-239 
Kozar, R. A., Kao, L. S., Miller, C. C., & Schenarts, K. D. (2007). Preclinical predictors of surgery 
NBME exam performance. Journal of Surgical Research, 140(2), 204–207. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2007.01.035 
Kozhevnikov, M., Motes, M. A., Rasch, B., & Blajenkova, O. (2006). Perspective-taking vs. mental 
rotation transformations and how they predict spatial navigation performance. Applied Cognitive 
Psychology, 20(3), 397–417. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1192 
Kozhevnikov, M., Schloerb, D. W., Blazhenkova, O., Koo, S., Karimbux, N., Donoff, R. B., & 
Salcedo, J. (2013). Egocentric versus allocentric spatial ability in dentistry and haptic virtual 
reality training. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 27(3), 373–383. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2915 
 1554 
Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Bell, B. S. (2006). Disentangling achievement orientation and goal setting: 
Effects on self-regulatory processes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(4), 900. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.900 
Krajewski, H. T., Goffin, R. D., McCarthy, J. M., Rothstein, M. G., & Johnston, N. (2006). 
Comparing the validity of structured interviews for managerial-level employees: Should we look 
to the past or focus on the future? Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 
79(3), 411–432. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317905X68790 
Krause, D. E., Kersting, M., Heggestad, E. D., & Thornton, G. C. (2006). Incremental validity of 
assessment center ratings over cognitive ability tests: A study at the executive management level. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(4), 360–371. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2006.00357.x 
Kruk, R., Regan, D., Beverley, K. I., Longridge, T., & Afhrliot. (2016). Flying performance on the 
advanced simulator for pilot training and laboratory tests of vision. Human Factors. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872088302500412 
Krumboltz, J. D., & Christal, R. E. (1957). Relative pilot aptitude and success in primary pilot 
training. Journal of Applied Psychology, 41(6), 409. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0045964 
Kuzbari, O., Crystal, H., Bral, P., Atiah, R. A. A., Kuzbari, I., Khachani, A., … Minkoff, H. (2010). 
The relationship between tests of neurocognition and performance on a laparoscopic simulator. 
Minimally Invasive Surgery, 2010, e486174. https://doi.org/10.1155/2010/486174 
Kyei-Blankson, L. S. (2005). Predictive Validity, Differential Validity, and Differential Prediction of 
the Subtests of the Medical College Admission Test. Ohio University. Retrieved from 
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/pg_10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:ohiou1125524238 
 1555 
la Grange, L., & Roodt, G. (2001). Personality and cognitive ability as predictors of the job 
performance of insurance sales people. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 27(3), 35–43. 
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v27i3.23 
LACHAR, B. H. L. (1979). The Relative Effects of Rater Training on Behavioral Expectation and 




LaHuis, D. M., Martin, N. R., & Avis, J. M. (2005). Investigating nonlinear Conscientiousness-job 
performance relations for clerical employees. Human Performance, 18(3), 199–212. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1803_1 
Lala, R., Wood, D., & Baker, S. (2013). Validity of the UKCAT in applicant selection and predicting 
exam performance in UK dental students. Journal of Dental Education, 77(9), 1159–1170. 
Lambrecht, J. J. (1981). Lambrecht Shorthand Aptitude Test and Teacher’s Manual. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=34&id=ED200641 
Lance, C. E., Foster, M. R., Gentry, W. A., & Thoresen, J. D. (2004). Assessor cognitive processes in 
an operational assessment center. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(1), 22. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.22 
Lance, C. E., Hedge, J. W., & Alley, W. E. (1987). Ability, experience, and task difficulty predictors 
of task performance. Dayton, OH: Universal Energy Systems.  
Lance, C. E., Hedge, J. W., & Alley, W. E. (1989). Joint relationships of task proficiency with 
aptitude, experience, and task difficulty: A cross-level, interactional study. Human Performance, 
2(4), 249–272. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup0204_2 
 1556 
Lance, C. E., Stewart, A. M., & Carretta, T. R. (1993). Refinement of Scoring Procedures for the 
Basic Attributes Test (BAT) Battery. METRICA INC SAN ANTONIO TX, METRICA INC 
SAN ANTONIO TX. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA262797 
Lance, C. E., & Winston Bennett, J. (2000). Replication and extension of models of supervisory job 
performance ratings. Human Performance, 13(2), 139–158. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1302_2 
Laney, A. R. (1951). Validity of employment tests for gas-appliance service personnel. Personnel 
Psychology, 4(2), 199–208. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1951.tb01473.x 
Lang, J. W. B., & Bliese, P. D. (2009). General Mental Ability and two types of adaptation to 
unforeseen change: Applying discontinuous growth models to the task-change paradigm. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 411. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013803 
LaPort, K. A. (2012). A multistage model of leader effectiveness: Uncovering the relationships 
between leader traits and leader behaviors (Doctoral Thesis). George Mason University, United 
States -- Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1271758354/abstract/5BB437
8528B14961PQ/37 
Larson, L. M., Pesch, K. M., Surapaneni, S., Bonitz, V. S., Wu, T.-F., & Werbel, J. D. (2015). 
Predicting graduation: The role of mathematics/science self-efficacy. Journal of Career 
Assessment, 23(3), 399–409. https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072714547322 
Latham, G. P., Seijts, G., & Crim, D. (2008). The effects of learning goal difficulty level and 
cognitive ability on performance. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science-Revue Canadienne 
Des Sciences Du Comportement, 40(4), 220–229. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013114 
 1557 
Lathan, C. E., & Tracey, M. (2002). The effects of operator spatial perception and sensory feedback 
on human-robot teleoperation performance. Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual Environments, 
11(4), 368–377. https://doi.org/10.1162/105474602760204282 
Lau, A. W., Githens, W. H., & Abrahams, N. M. (1969). PREDICTION OF OCS GRADES AND 
FITNESS REPORT MARKS. 
Lawrence, A. D. (2004). Screening for person -job fit:  Incremental validity of a congruence based 




Leach, J., & Morris, P. E. (1998). Cognitive factors in the close visual and magnetic particle 
inspection of welds underwater. Human Factors: The Journal of the Human Factors and 
Ergonomics Society, 40(2), 187–197. https://doi.org/10.1518/001872098779480460 
Leal, J. P. (2013). Testing the perception of time, state and causality to predict programming aptitude. 
In 2013 Federated Conference on Computer Science and Information Systems (pp. 721–726). 
Lee, H.-S., Flores, L. Y., Navarro, R. L., & Kanagui-Muñoz, M. (2015). A longitudinal test of social 
cognitive career theory’s academic persistence model among Latino/a and White men and 
women engineering students. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 88, 95–103. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.02.003 
Lee, L. M. J., Nagel, R. W., & Gould, D. J. (2012). The educational value of online mastery quizzes 
in a human anatomy course for first-year dental students. Journal of Dental Education, 76(9), 
1195–1199. 
 1558 
Lee, M., & Wimmers, P. F. (2016). Validation of a performance assessment instrument in problem-
based learning tutorials using two cohorts of medical students. Advances in Health Sciences 
Education, 21(2), 341–357. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-015-9632-y 
Lee, Y., Stettler, A., & Antonakis, J. (2011). Incremental validity and indirect effect of ethical 
development on work performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 50(7), 1110–1115. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.01.036 
Lefkowitz, J., & Battista, M. (1995). Potential sources of criterion bias in supervisor ratings used for 
test validation. Journal of Business and Psychology, 9(4), 389–414. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02230978 
Lehenbauer, L. P. (2003). An investigation of the construct -related and criterion -related validity of 
CogScreen -Aeromedical Edition (Doctoral Thesis). Texas A&M University, United States -- 
Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305246857/abstract/DB3B00
91FB9A4AA3PQ/355 
Leisey, S. A., & Guinn, N. (1977). Development of a Screening Methodology for Entry into Medical 
Technical Training Courses. 
Lennox, W. R. (1954). The effects of certain factors on the success of candidates for the United States 
Naval Reserve Submarine program (A.M.). University of Southern California, United States -- 




Leonard, D. L., & Niebuhr, B. R. (1986). Admissions variables as predictors of performance in basic 
science coursework. The Occupational Therapy Journal of Research, 6(2), 105–113. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/153944928600600204 
Lepine, J. A., Colquitt, J. A., & Erez, A. (2000). Adaptability to changing task contexts: Effects of 
General Cognitive Ability, Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience. Personnel 
Psychology, 53(3), 563–593. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2000.tb00214.x 
LePine, J. A., & Van Dyne, L. (2001). Voice and cooperative behavior as contrasting forms of 
contextual performance: Evidence of differential relationships with Big Five personality 
characteristics and cognitive ability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(2), 326–336. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.2.326 
Levine, A. S., & Tupes, E. C. (1952). Postwar research in pilot selection and classification. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 36(3), 157–160. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060171 
Levine, E. L., & Baker, D. P. (1992). Panel appraisal as a criterion in test validation: A demonstration 
in a law enforcement job. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(2), 173–188. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013927 
Lievens, F. (2004). Longitudinal study of the validity of different cognitive ability tests in a student 
admission context. Applied H.R.M. Research, 9(1–2), 27–30. 
Lievens, F., Buyse, T., & Sackett, P. R. (2005). The operational validity of a video-based situational 
judgment test for medical college admissions: Illustrating the importance of matching predictor 
and criterion construct domains. Journal of Applied Psychology (90), p. 442. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.3.442 
 1560 
Lievens, F., & Coetsier, P. (2002). Situational tests in student selection: An examination of predictive 
validity, adverse impact, and construct validity. International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment, 10(4), 245–257. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00215 
Lievens, F., Harris, M. M., Van Keer, E., & Bisqueret, C. (2003). Predicting cross-cultural training 
performance: The validity of personality, cognitive ability, and dimensions measured by an 
assessment center and a behavior description interview. Journal of Applied Psychology (88), 
476. American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.476 
Lievens, F., & Patterson, F. (2011). The validity and incremental validity of knowledge tests, low-
fidelity simulations, and high-fidelity simulations for predicting job performance in advanced-
level high-stakes selection. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(5), 927. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023496 
Lievens, F., & Sackett, P. R. (2012). The validity of interpersonal skills assessment via situational 
judgment tests for predicting academic success and job performance. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 97(2), 460. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025741 
Lindblom-Ylänne, S., Lonka, K., & Leskinen, E. (1996). Selecting students for medical school: What 
predicts success during basic science studies? A cognitive approach. Higher Education, 31(4), 
507–527. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00137129 
Linn, R. L., & Davis, J. A. (1966). Correlates of academic performance of community college 
students in career or transfer programs: A pilot study. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1966(2), i-
89. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1966.tb00532.x 
Lins, L. J. (1946). The prediction of teaching efficiency. The Journal of Experimental Education, 
15(1), 2–60. 
 1561 
Lipscomb, M. S. (1992). A comparison of domain sampling procedures for test construction (No. AL-
TP-1992-0032). ARMSTRONG LAB BROOKS AFB TX. 
Liu, D., Wang, S., & Wayne, S. J. (2015). Is being a good learner enough? An examination of the 
interplay between learning goal orientation and impression management tactics on creativity. 
Personnel Psychology, 68(1), 109–142. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12064 
Livingstone, H. A. (2001). Assessing emotional intelligence measures:  Do they predict work and life 
outcomes? (M.Sc.). Saint Mary’s University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304778251/abstract/9E59DD
336DB447EDPQ/18 
Lobb, W. B., Wilkin, N. E., McCaffrey, D. J., Wilson, M. C., & Bentley, J. P. (2006). The predictive 
utility of nontraditional test scores for first-year pharmacy student academic performance. 
American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 70(6), 128. https://doi.org/10.5688/aj7006128 
Lobben, A. K. (2008). Navigational Map Reading: Predicting Performance and Identifying Relative 
Influence of Map-Related Abilities. Annals of the Association of American Geographers. 
Retrieved from http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1467-8306.2007.00524.x 
Lobsenz, R. E. (1998). Do measures of tacit knowledge assess psychological phenomena distinct from 
general ability, personality, and social knowledge? (Doctoral Thesis). Illinois Institute of 
Technology, United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304445830/abstract/AA2AF
BA6703541CBPQ/737 
Loh, V., Andrews, S., Hesketh, B., & Griffin, B. (2013). The moderating effect of individual 
differences in error-management training: Who learns from mistakes? Human Factors: The 
 1562 
Journal of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society, 55(2), 435–448. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720812451856 
Long, L. K. (2005). The role of trainee reactions in online training (Doctoral Thesis). Kent State 
University, United States -- Ohio. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304995059/abstract/AA2AF
BA6703541CBPQ/927 
Long, L. O., Gomer, J. A., Moore, K. S., & Pagano, C. C. (2009). Investigating the relationship 
between visual spatial abilities and robot operation during direct line of sight and teleoperation. 
Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 53(18), 1437–
1441. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193120905301857 
Long, L. O., Gomer, J. A., Wong, J. T., & Pagano, C. C. (2011). Visual spatial abilities in uninhabited 
ground vehicle task performance during teleoperation and direct line of sight. Presence: 
Teleoperators and Virtual Environments, 20(5), 466–479. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/PRES_a_00066 
Lotz, C., Sparfeldt, J. R., & Greiff, S. (2016). Complex problem solving in educational contexts: Still 
something beyond a “good g”? Intelligence, 59, 127–138. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2016.09.001 
Loudermilk, K. M. (1966). Prediction of efficiency of lumber and paper mill employees. Personnel 
Psychology, 19(3), 301–310. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1966.tb00306.x 
Lounsbury, J. W., Gibson, L. W., & Hamrick, F. L. (2004). The development and validation of a 
personological measure of work drive. Journal of Business and Psychology, 18(4), 427–451. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBU.0000028445.29004.d1 
 1563 
Love, K. G., Bishop, R. C., Heinisch, D., & Montei, M. S. (1994). Selection across two cultures: 
Adapting the selection of American assemblers to meet Japanese job performance demands. 
Personnel Psychology, 47(4), 837–846. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1994.tb01580.x 
Lowe, D. B., & Johnston, A. J. (2008). Engineering Admissions Criteria: Focusing on Ultimate 
Professional Success. ACEN. Retrieved from https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/11340 
Lunneborg, C. E., & Lunneborg, P. W. (1966a). Relations of background characteristics to success in 
the first year of law school. Journal of Legal Education, 18(4), 425–436. 
Lunneborg, C. E., & Lunneborg, P. W. (1966b). The prediction of different criteria of law school 
performance. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 26(4), 935–944. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446602600414 
Lunt, B. M. (1996). Predicting academic success in electronics. Journal of Science Education and 
Technology, 5(3), 235–240. 
Luria, G., & Torjman, A. (2009). Resources and coping with stressful events. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 30(6), 685–707. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.551 
Luuk, K., Luuk, A., & Aluoja, A. (2009). Predicting professional success of air traffic control 
personnel from their personality profile at admission to ab initio training. International Journal 
of Aviation Psychology, 19(3), 235–251. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508410902983896 
Luursema, J.-M. (2010, June 4). See me, touch me, heal me : the role of visuo-spatial ability in virtual 
anatomical learning and surgical simulator training (info:eu-repo/semantics/doctoralThesis). 
University of Twente, Enschede. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.3990/1.9789036530446 
Luursema, J.-M., Buzink, S. N., Verwey, W. B., & Jakimowicz, J. J. (2010). Visuo-spatial ability in 
colonoscopy simulator training. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 15(5), 685–694. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-010-9230-y 
 1564 
Lynch, B., MacKenzie, R., Dowell, J., Cleland, J., & Prescott, G. (2009). Does the UKCAT predict 
Year 1 performance in medical school? Medical Education, 43(12), 1203–1209. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2009.03535.x 
Lynch, C. D., McConnell, R. J., & Hannigan, A. (2006). Dental school admissions in Ireland: can 
current selection criteria predict success? European Journal of Dental Education, 10(2), 73–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0579.2006.00398.x 
Lyons.pdf. (n.d.). 
Lytle, C. (2017). Admission Criteria as Predictors of NCLEX-RN Success in Associate Degree 
Nursing Graduates. Retrieved from http://diginole.lib.fsu.edu/islandora/object/fsu%3A169185/ 
Lyxell, B., & Rönnberg, J. (2009). The effects of background noise and working memory capacity on 
speechreading performance. Scandinavian Audiology. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/01050399309046021 
M, G., C, H., E, J., & Bagby, E. (1920). Psychological Tests for Selecting Aviators. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology, 3(6), 405–423. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074528 
M, G. T., & A, W. D. (1971). Use of the ROTC Qualifying Examination for Selection of Students to 
Enroll in Advanced Courses in ROTC As Juniors. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447103100222 
MacKenzie, R. K., Cleland, J. A., Ayansina, D., & Nicholson, S. (2016). Does the UKCAT predict 
performance on exit from medical school? A national cohort study. BMJ Open, 6(10), e011313. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2016-011313 
Mackie, R. R. (1948). Norms and validity of sixteen test variables for predicting success of foremen 




Macmillan, A. I. M., & Cuschieri, A. (1999). Assessment of innate ability and skills for endoscopic 
manipulations by the Advanced Dundee Endoscopic Psychomotor Tester: Predictive and 
concurrent validity. The American Journal of Surgery, 177(3), 274–277. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9610(99)00016-1 
Macnamara, B. N., & Conway, A. R. A. (2016). Working memory capacity as a predictor of 
simultaneous language interpreting performance. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and 
Cognition, 5(4), 434–444. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2015.12.001 
Macnamara, B. N., Moore, A. B., Kegl, J. A., & Conway, A. R. A. (2011). Domain-general cognitive 
abilities and simultaneous interpreting skill. Interpreting: International Journal of Research & 
Practice in Interpreting, 13(1), 121–142. 
MacPherson, R. T. (1997). The relationship among content knowledge, technical experience, 
cognitive styles, critical thinking skills, problem-solving styles, and near-transfer trouble 
shooting technological problem-solving skills of maintenance technicians (Doctoral Thesis). 
University of Missouri - Columbia, United States -- Missouri. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304370555/abstract/D36168F
9B4F840C7PQ/2792 
Madan, N. M. (2012). Predictors of Success: Medical Laboratory Associate in Science Degree 
Program. Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/etd/672 
Maduma, E. S. S. (2012, June 29). The predictive validity of the mental alertness, reading 
comprehension, arithmetic reasoning and conceptual reasoning tests as used by the Wits 
Business School. (Thesis). Retrieved from http://wiredspace.wits.ac.za/handle/10539/11566 
Maher, H., & Fife, I. E. (1947). A biological-pharmaceutical checker selection program. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 31(5), 469. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056315 
 1566 
Maier, M. H. (1972). Attrition in Ordnance School Courses (No. BESRL-TRN-231). ARMY 
BEHAVOIR AND SYSTEMS RESEARCH LAB ARLINGTON VA, ARMY BEHAVOIR 
AND SYSTEMS RESEARCH LAB ARLINGTON VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0751781 
Maitland, A. J., Eaton, N. K., & Neff, J. F. (1980). Cross-Validation of Predictor Equations for 
Armor Crewman Performance. 
Mangos, P. M., & Steele-Johnson, D. (2001). The role of subjective task complexity in goal 
orientation, self-efficacy, and performance relations. Human Performance, 14(2), 169–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1402_03 
Mann, C. (2011). Cognitive ability and job performance in a New Zealand service organisation : a 
thesis presented in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree Master of Science in 
Industrial/Organisational Psychology at Massey University, Manawatu, New Zealand (Thesis). 
Massey University. Retrieved from http://mro.massey.ac.nz/handle/10179/2877 
Manning, C. A., Rocco, D., S, P., & Bryant, K. D. (1989). PREDICTION OF SUCCESS IN FAA 
AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL FIELD TRAINING AS A FUNCTION OF SELECTION AND 
SCREENING TEST PERFORMANCE. Retrieved from https://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=643165 
Manning, W. H., & Dubois, P. H. (1958). Gain in proficiency as a criterion in test validation. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 42(3), 191. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0049208 
Maphanga, P. H. (2011). The relationship between CTB2 numeracy scores and work performance of 
call centre agents in a South African retail company. Retrieved from 
http://repository.up.ac.za/handle/2263/27336 
 1567 
Marcus, B., Goffin, R. D., Johnston, N. G., & Rothstein, M. G. (2007). Personality and cognitive 
ability as predictors of typical and maximum managerial performance. Human Performance, 
20(3), 275–285. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959280701333362 
Marcus, B., Jan te Nijenhuis, Cremers, M., & Heijden-Lek, K. van der. (2016). Tests of integrity, 
HEXACO Personality, and General Mental Ability, as predictors of integrity ratings in the Royal 
Dutch military police. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 24(1), 63–70. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12130 
Marcus, B., Schuler, H., Quell, P., & Hümpfner, G. (2002). Measuring counterproductivity: 
development and initial validation of a German self-report questionnaire. International Journal 
of Selection and Assessment, 10(1–2), 18–35. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00191 
Marcus, B., Wagner, U., Poole, A., Powell, D. M., & Carswell, J. (2009). The relationship of GMA to 
counterproductive work behavior revisited. European Journal of Personality, 23(6), 489–507. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.728 
Marder, M., & Medland, F. F. (1965). Analysis of Experimental Selection Tests for Special Forces 
Officer Training,. 
Maree, J. G., Pretorius, A., & Eiselen, R. J. (2016). Predicting success among first-year engineering 
students at the Rand Afrikaans University. Psychological Reports. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2003.93.2.399 
Markert, R. J. (1982a). The Prediction of National Board Performance, Medical Specialty, and 
Location of Residency for a Charter Class. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED214464 
Markert, R. J. (1982b). The Relationship between First-Year Medical School Grades and Academic, 
Personality, and Attitude Measures: Wright State University School of Medicine, Class of 1984. 
Program Evaluation Studies, Report Number 5. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED223681 
 1568 
Markert, R. J. (1985). Pre-admission academic predictors of the goals of a primary care-oriented 
medical school. Medical Education, 19(1), 9–12. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2923.1985.tb01133.x 
Markert, R. J. (1986). Predicting residency performance with the new Medical College Admission 
Test. Medical Education, 20(6), 512–515. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1986.tb01392.x 
Markou, P. (2015). Fashion or Fad? The Incremental Validity of Conscientiousness and Openness to 
Experience Over Cognitive Ability in Predicting Overall Job Performance (Doctoral Thesis). 
The Chicago School of Professional Psychology, United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1709243643/abstract/9E59D
D336DB447EDPQ/17 
Marks, R., Watt, P., & Yetton, P. (1981). GMAT scores and performance: Selecting students into a 
graduate management school. Australian Journal of Management, 6(2), 81–102. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/031289628100600207 
Martin, C. J. |Hanser. (1985). Correlatin between the Officer Selection Battery and the ROTC Basic 
Camp Student Evaluation Report. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=54&id=ED285906 
Martin-Raugh, M. P., Kell, H. J., & Motowidlo, S. J. (2016). Prosocial knowledge mediates effects of 
agreeableness and emotional intelligence on prosocial behavior. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 90, 41–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.10.024 
Martinson, B. (2013). Hire for personality, train for skill: The relationship between cognitive and 
noncognitive human capital, desired employee behaviors, and performance (Doctoral Thesis). 




Martinussen, M., & Torjussen, T. (1998). Pilot selection in the Norwegian Air Force: A validation 
and meta-analysis of the test battery. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 8(1), 33. 
Maru, J. S. (2007). Relationship between graduate admission measures and student success (M.S.). 
San Jose State University, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304712677/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/739 
Mashau, E. M. (2015). The predictive validity of learning potential and personality for work 
performance in a public sector department. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/19983 
Masny, D., & d’Anglejan, A. (1985). Language, cognition, and second language grammaticality 
judgments. Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 14(2), 175–197. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01067628 
Masud, D., Undre, S., & Darzi, A. (2012). Using manual dexterity to predict the quality of the final 
product in the small bowel anastomosis after a period of training. The American Journal of 
Surgery, 203(6), 776–781. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjsurg.2011.06.054 
Mathews, J. J. (1977a). Analysis Aptitude Test for Selection of Airmen for the Radio Communications 
Analysis Specialist Course: Development and Validation (No. AFHRL-TR-77-74). AIR FORCE 
HUMAN RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX, AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB 
BROOKS AFB TX. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA051962 
Mathews, J. J. (1977b). Racial Equity in Selection in Air Force Officer Training School and 
Undergraduate Flying Training (No. AFHRL-TR-77-22). AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES 
 1570 
LAB BROOKS AFB TX, AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA043019 
Mathews, J. J. |Jensen. (1977). Screening Test. Battery for Dental Laboratory Specialist Course: 
Development and Validation. Final Report for Period July 1974-June 1977. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=76&id=ED151425 
Mathieu, J. E., Tannenbaum, S. I., & Salas, E. (1992). Influences of individual and situational 
characteristics on measures of training effectiveness. Academy of Management Journal, 35(4), 
828–847. https://doi.org/10.2307/256317 
Matthew, C. T. (2005). Creativity as a predictor of leading change in organizations (Doctoral 
Thesis). Columbia University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305006740/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/240 
Matthew, C. T. (2009). Leader creativity as a predictor of leading change in organizations. Journal of 
Applied Social Psychology, 39(1), 1–41. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2008.00427.x 
Matthews, G., Jones, D. M., & Chamberlain, A. G. (1992). Predictors of individual differences in 
mail-coding skills and their variation with ability level. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77(4), 
406. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.4.406 
Mawhinney, B. S. (1976). The value of Ordinary and Advanced level British school‐leaving 
examination results in predicting medical students' academic performance. Medical education, 
10(2), 87-89. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1976.tb00537.x 
May, J., & Kline, P. (1987). Factors influencing failure on stressful army training courses. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 8(6), 947–949. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(87)90147-4 
 1571 
Mayberry, P. W. (1990). Validation of ASVAB against Infantry Job Performance (No. CRM-90-182). 
CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES ALEXANDRIA VA FORCE STRUCTURE AND 
ACQUISITION DIV, CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES ALEXANDRIA VA FORCE 
STRUCTURE AND ACQUISITION DIV. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA235406 
Mayberry, P. W., & Carey, N. B. (1997). The effect of aptitude and experience on mechanical job 
performance. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 57(1), 131–149. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164497057001010 
Mayberry, P. W., & Hiatt, C. M. (1990). Incremental Validity of New Tests in Prediction of Infantry 
Performance (No. CRM-90-110). CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES ALEXANDRIA VA 
FORCE STRUCTURE AND ACQUISITION DIV, CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES 
ALEXANDRIA VA FORCE STRUCTURE AND ACQUISITION DIV. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA233049 
Mayer, J. D., & Skimmyhorn, W. (2017). Personality attributes that predict cadet performance at 
West Point. Journal of Research in Personality, 66, 14-26. 
Mazlack, L. J. (1980). Identifying potential to acquire programming skill. Commun. ACM, 23(1), 14–
17. https://doi.org/10.1145/358808.358811 
McAlister, B. M. (1973). Curriculum Selection and Success of Tenth Grade Girls as Related to 
Selected Ninth Grade Characteristics. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED079495 
McAndrew, R., Ellis, J., & Valentine, R. A. (2016). Does a selection interview predict year 1 
performance in dental school? European Journal of Dental Education, n/a-n/a. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/eje.12188 
 1572 
McCall, K. L., MacLaughlin, E. J., Fike, D. S., & Ruiz, B. (2007). Preadmission predictors of 
PharmD graduates’ performance on the NAPLEX. American Journal of Pharmaceutical 
Education, 71(1), 5. https://doi.org/10.5688/aj710105 
McCarthy, P. M. (1997). Relations between managers’ abilities, task performance, and 
accomplishment of long-term objectives: A study of R&amp;D managers (Doctoral Thesis). 
George Mason University, United States -- Virginia. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304405073/abstract/5B7F54E
7C02B47A6PQ/3164 
McClanahan, W. R., & Morgan, D. H. (1948). Use of standard tests in counseling engineering 
students in college. Journal of Educational Psychology, 39(8), 491. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0059080 
McClelland, E., Yang, J. C., & Glick, O. J. (1992). A statewide study of academic variables affecting 
performance of baccalaureate nursing graduates on licensure examination. Journal of 
Professional Nursing, 8(6), 342–350. https://doi.org/10.1016/8755-7223(92)90097-I 
McCloy, R. A., Campbell, J. P., & Cudeck, R. (1994). A confirmatory test of a model of performance 
determinants. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(4), 493. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.79.4.493 
McCluney, A. L., Vassiliou, M. C., Kaneva, P. A., Cao, J., Stanbridge, D. D., Feldman, L. S., & 
Fried, G. M. (2007). FLS simulator performance predicts intraoperative laparoscopic skill. 
Surgical Endoscopy, 21(11), 1991–1995. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-007-9451-1 
McCormick, M. C. (1991). The interaction of intelligence and personality characteristics in training 
performance of Special Forces candidates (Doctoral Thesis). Auburn University, United States -




McCuen, T. (2015). Investigating the Predictors of Spatial Skills Essential for Construction Science 
Student Success in the Digital Age. Retrieved from https://shareok.org/handle/11244/23330 
McCulloch, M. C., & Turban, D. B. (2007). Using person–organization fit to select employees for 
high-turnover jobs. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 15(1), 63–71. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2007.00368.x 
McDermid, C. D. (1965). Some correlates of creativity in engineering personnel. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 49(1), 14–19. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0021658 
McDougall, W. P., & Reitan, H. M. (1961). The use of a peer rating technique in appraising selected 
attributes of counselor trainees. Counselor Education and Supervision, 1(2), 72–76. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6978.1961.tb00331.x 
McGehee, W., & Moffie, D. J. (1942). Psychological tests in the selection of enrollees in engineering, 
science, management, defense training courses. Journal of Applied Psychology, 26(5), 584. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0055039 
McGrevy, D. F., & Valentine, J. (1974). Validation of Two Aircrew Psychomotor Tests (No. AFHRL-
TR-74-4). AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB LACKLAND AFB TX, AIR FORCE 
HUMAN RESOURCES LAB LACKLAND AFB TX. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0777830 
McKinney, J., Small, S., O’Dell, N., & Coonrod, B. A. (1988). Identification of predictors of success 
for the NCLEX and students at risk for NCLEX failure in a baccalaureate nursing program. 
Journal of Professional Nursing, 4(1), 55–59. https://doi.org/10.1016/S8755-7223(88)80074-7 
 1574 
McLaughlin, D. H., Rossmeissl, P. G., Wise, L. L., Brandt, D. A., & Wang, M. M. (1984). Validation 
of Current and Alternative Armed Service Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Area 
Composites, Based on Training and Skill Qualification Test (SQT) Information on Fiscal Year 
1981 and 1982 Enlisted Accessions. HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION 
ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA 
VA. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA156807 
McLaughlin, J. E., Khanova, J., Scolaro, K., Rodgers, P. T., & Cox, W. C. (2015). Limited predictive 
utility of admissions scores and objective structured clinical examinations for APPE 
performance. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 79(6), 84. 
https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe79684 
McManus, I. C., Dewberry, C., Nicholson, S., & Dowell, J. S. (2013). The UKCAT-12 study: 
educational attainment, aptitude test performance, demographic and socio-economic contextual 
factors as predictors of first year outcome in a cross-sectional collaborative study of 12 UK 
medical schools. BMC Medicine, 11, 244. https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-11-244 
McManus, I. C., Richards, P., Winder, B. C., & Sproston, K. A. (1998). Clinical experience, 
performance in final examinations, and learning style in medical students: Prospective study. 
BMJ, 316(7128), 345–350. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.316.7128.345 
McManus, I., Woolf, K., Dacre, J., Paice, E., & Dewberry, C. (2013). The academic backbone: 
longitudinal continuities in educational achievement from secondary school and medical school 
to MRCP(UK) and the specialist register in UK medical students and doctors. BMC Medicine, 
11, 242. https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-11-242 
McNamara, W. J., & Hughes, J. L. (1955). The selection of card punch operators. Personnel 
Psychology, 8(4), 417–427. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1955.tb01220.x 
 1575 
McNatt, D. B., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Boundary conditions of the Galatea effect: A field experiment 
and constructive replication. Academy of Management Journal, 47(4), 550–565. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159601 
McRae, M. P. (2010). Correlation of preadmission organic chemistry courses and academic 
performance in biochemistry at a Midwest chiropractic doctoral program. Journal of 
Chiropractic Education, 24(1), 30–34. https://doi.org/10.7899/1042-5055-24.1.30 
Meagher, D. G., Lin, A., & Stellato, C. P. (2006). A predictive validity study of the pharmacy college 
admission test. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 70(3), 53. 
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj700353 
Medsker, G. J., Burnfield, J. L., Knapp, D. J., & Legree, P. J. (1999). Two Studies of Military Vehicle 
Operator Selection and Safety (No. HUMRRO-FR-EADD-99-15). HUMAN RESOURCES 
RESEARCH ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA, HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH 
ORGANIZATION ALEXANDRIA VA. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA368619 
Meer, B., & Stein, M. I. (1955). Measures of intelligence and creativity. The Journal of Psychology: 
Interdisciplinary and Applied, 39, 117–126. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1955.9916164 
Melchers, K. G., & Annen, H. (2010). Officer selection for the Swiss armed forces: An evaluation of 
validity and fairness issues. Swiss Journal of Psychology / Schweizerische Zeitschrift Für 
Psychologie / Revue Suisse de Psychologie, 69(2), 105–115. https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-
0185/a000012 
Mellers, B., Stone, E., Atanasov, P., Rohrbaugh, N., Metz, S. E., Ungar, L., … Tetlock, P. (2015). 
The psychology of intelligence analysis: Drivers of prediction accuracy in world politics. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 21(1), 1. https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000040 
 1576 
Melnick, M. (1972). A Further Investigation of Predictors of Success in the MBA Program at Hofstra 
University. Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED059687 
Melvin, K. B., Haigler, M. H., Sims, L. J., & McDowell, D. J. (1994). Validation of the Melvin-Sims 
Word Processing Operator Test. Journal of Business and Psychology, 9(2), 199–221. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02230637 
Mercer, A., Abbott, P. V., & Puddey, I. B. (2013). Relationship of selection criteria to subsequent 
academic performance in an Australian undergraduate dental school. European Journal of 
Dental Education, 17(1), 39–45. https://doi.org/10.1111/eje.12005 
Mercer, A., & Puddey, I. B. (2011). Admission selection criteria as predictors of outcomes in an 
undergraduate medical course: A prospective study. Medical Teacher, 33(12), 997–1004. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2011.577123 
Meresa, A. (1994, June). Predictive Validity of The Admission Criteria Usici) By Tiie Ethiopian 
Electric Light Anid power Authority Training Institute (Thesis). Addis Ababa University. 
Retrieved from http://10.6.20.92:80/jspui/handle/123456789/10587 
Merkulova, N., Melchers, K. G., Kleinmann, M., Annen, H., & Tresch, T. S. (2016). A test of the 
generalizability of a recently suggested conceptual model for assessment center ratings. Human 
Performance, 29(3), 226–250. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2016.1160093 
Mew, D. V. (1980). The Prediction of Performance in Navy Signalman Class “A” School. (No. 
TAEG-90). TRAINING ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION GROUP (NAVY) ORLANDO FL, 
TRAINING ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION GROUP (NAVY) ORLANDO FL. Retrieved 
from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA090286 
 1577 
Myers, J. G. (1992). A longitudinal examination of applicants to the air traffic control Supervisory 
Identification and Development Program (No. DOT/FAA/AM-92/16). Washington, D.C.: 
Federal Aviation Administration Office of Aviation Medicine. 
Michael, J. (1995). The Proactive Personality Scale and objective job performance among real estate 
agents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(4), 532–537. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.80.4.532 
Michael, W. B. (1949). Factor analyses of tests and criteria: A comparative study of two AAF pilot 
populations. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 63(3), i. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093607 
Mikitovics, A., & Crehan, K. D. (2002). Pre-professional skills test scores as College of Education 
admission criteria. The Journal of Educational Research, 95(4), 215–223. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220670209596594 
Miller, J. G. (1966). PREDICTIVE TESTING FOR ENTRANCE IN VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL 
SCHOOLS, PHASE ONE. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED019437 
Miller, J. G. (1968). Predictive Testing for Entrance in Vocational-Technical Schools; A Study of the 
Predictive Value of a Pre-selected Battery of Standardized Tests as a Tool for the Selection of 
Entering Students in Certain Trade Programs Offered in the Vocational-Technical Schools of the 
State of Connecticut. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED024813 
Miller, L. A. (2000). Predicting success in WIMP environments using isoperformance methodology 




Miller, M. C. (1966). Correlation studies of seventeen variables assumed to be predictive of success 
in foreign language study. University of Richmond. Retrieved from 
http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses/790 
Miller, R. E. (1969). INTERPRETATION AND UTILIZATION OF SCORES ON THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICER QUALIFYING TEST (No. AFHRL-TR-69-103). AIR FORCE HUMAN 
RESOURCES LAB LACKLAND AFB TX, AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB 
LACKLAND AFB TX. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD0691001 
Mills, R. B., McDevitt, R. J., & Tonkin, S. (1966). Situational tests in metropolitan police recruit 
selection. Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 57, 99. 
Mistry, M., Roach, V. A., & Wilson, T. D. (2013). Application of stereoscopic visualization on 
surgical skill acquisition in novices. Journal of Surgical Education, 70(5), 563–570. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsurg.2013.04.006 
Mnguni, V. Q. (2011, March). The predictive validity of a psychological test battery for the selection 
of cadet pilots in a commercial airline (Thesis). Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/4869 
MOITRA, S. (1976). A Pre-Program Evaluation Model Determining Training Effectiveness, Based 
on the Expectancy Theory of Work-Motivation. (Doctoral Thesis). Cornell University, United 
States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/302772705/citation/34F344D
4EFFA4DBBPQ/1696 
Moon, S. M., & Lord, R. G. (2006). Individual differences in automatic and controlled regulation of 
emotion and task performance. Human Performance, 19(4), 327–356. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1904_2 
 1579 
Moore, E. J., Price, D. L., Abel, V., M, K., & Carlson, M. L. (2015). Still under the microscope: Can a 
surgical aptitude test predict otolaryngology resident performance? The Laryngoscope, 125(2). 
https://doi.org/10.1002/lary.24791 
Moran, A. P. (1986). The reliability and validity of Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices for Irish 
apprentices. Applied Psychology, 35(4), 533–538. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-
0597.1986.tb00955.x 
Morath, R. A. (1999). Leader abilities and attributes: Their influence on ratings of assessment center 




Morgan, K. E. (2014). Rethinking Intelligence Tests: Using Multidimensional Item Response Theory 
to Assess Ability (Doctoral Thesis). North Carolina State University, United States -- North 
Carolina. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1660763377/abstract/9E59D
D336DB447EDPQ/15 
Morgeson, F. P., Delaney-Klinger, K., & Hemingway, M. A. (2005). The importance of job 
autonomy, cognitive ability, and job-related skill for predicting role breadth and job 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(2), 399. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.90.2.399 
Morman, R. R. (1955). A selection study of motor coach operators involving six criteria (Doctoral 




Morris, M., & Maxey, S. (2014). The importance of English language competency in the academic 
success of international accounting students. Journal of Education for Business, 89(4), 178–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08832323.2013.819315 
Morris, P., Gruneberg, M., Sykes, R., & Merrick, A. (1981). Football knowledge and the acquisition 
of new results. British Journal of Psychology, 72(NOV), 479–483. 
Morrow, D. G., Menard, W. E., L, A., Teller, T., & Bryant, D. (2001). The influence of expertise and 
task factors on age differences in pilot communication. Psychology and Aging, 16(1), 31–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.16.1.31 
Morrow, D. G., Menard, W. E., Ridolfo, H. E., Stine-Morrow, E. A. L., Teller, T., & Bryant, D. 
(2003). Expertise, cognitive ability, and age effects on pilot communication. International 
Journal of Aviation Psychology, 13(4), 345. 
Morrow, D., Leirer, V., Altiteri, P., & Fitzsimmons, C. (1994). When expertise reduces age 
differences in performance. Psychology and Aging, 9(1), 134. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-
7974.9.1.134 
Moruzi, C. K., & Norman, G. R. (2002). Validity of admissions measures in predicting performance 
outcomes: The contribution of cognitive and non-cognitive dimensions. Teaching and Learning 
in Medicine, 14(1), 34–42. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328015TLM1401_9 
Moscoso, S. (2003). The within-setting variability of validity in cognitive ability tests. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 11(4), 352–355. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-
075X.2003.00258.x 
 1581 
Mosher, J. P. (1998). The relationship between personality and management behavior (Doctoral 
Thesis). Saint Louis University, United States -- Missouri. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304453139/abstract/5BB4378
528B14961PQ/25 
Moss, J. (1966). THE INFLUENCE OF INDUSTRIAL ARTS EXPERIENCE ON GRADES 
EARNED IN POST-HIGH SCHOOL TRADE AND TECHNICAL CURRICULUMS. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED012324 
Motowidlo, S. J., Brownlee, A. L., & Schmit, M. J. (2008). Effects of personality characteristics on 
knowledge, skill, and performance in servicing retail customers. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 16(3), 272–280. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2008.00433.x 
Motowidlo, S. J., Martin, M. P., & Crook, A. E. (2013). Relations between personality, knowledge, 
and behavior in professional service encounters. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43(9), 
1851–1861. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12137 
Moulaye M’Hamed Taher, A., Chen, J., & Yao, W. (2011). Key predictors of creative MBA students’ 
performance: Personality type and learning approaches. Journal of Technology Management in 
China, 6(1), 43–68. https://doi.org/10.1108/17468771111105659 
Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R., & Strauss, J. P. (1999). The joint relationship of conscientiousness and 
ability with performance: test of the interaction hypothesis. Journal of Management, 25(5), 707–
721. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(99)00022-7 
Mount, M. K., Oh, I.-S., & Burns, M. (2008). Incremental validity of perceptual speed and accuracy 
over General Mental Ability. Personnel Psychology, 61(1), 113–139. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00107.x 
 1582 
Mount, M. K., Witt, L. A., & Barrick, M. R. (2000). Incremental validity of empirically keyed biodata 
scales over GMA and the Five Factor personality constructs. Personnel Psychology, 53(2), 299–
323. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2000.tb00203.x 
Mountford, M., Ehlert, M., Machell, J., & Cockrell, D. (2007). Traditional and personal admissions 
criteria: Predicting candidate performance in US educational leadership programmes. 
International Journal of Leadership in Education, 10(2), 191–210. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603120600935696 
Mphokane, A. (2014). The predictive validity of learning potential and English language proficiency 
for work performance of candidate engineers. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/14410 
Mthimunye, K. D. T. (2015). Predictors of academic performance and throughput among second-year 
nursing students at a university in the Western Cape. Retrieved from 
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/xmlui/handle/11394/4695 
Muchinsky, P. M., & Hoyt, D. P. (1974). Predicting vocational performance of engineers from 
selected vocational interest, personality, and scholastic aptitude variables. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 5(1), 115-123.  
Muecke-Gardner, L. A. (1987). Trait predictors of responses to behavioral and outcome sales 
incentives (Doctoral Thesis). Hofstra University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303587373/abstract/FBDDB7
18F0A14216PQ/1294 
Mueller, K. A., & Wiersma, W. (1963). Correlation of foreign language speaking competency and 
grades in ten mid-western liberal arts colleges. The Modern Language Journal, 47(8), 353–355. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/321364 
 1583 
Muller, J., & Schepers, J. (2003). The predictive validity of the selection battery used for junior leader 
training within the South African National Defence Force. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 
29(3). https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v29i3.119 
Mumford, M. D., Weeks, J. L., Harding, F. D., & Fleishman, E. A. (1988). Relations between student 
characteristics, course content, and training outcomes: An integrative modeling effort. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 73(3), 443. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.73.3.443 
Munhamo, B. T. (2014). The relationship between individual aptitude test scores and job performance 
for employees in selected Harare companies. Retrieved from 
http://ir.msu.ac.zw:8080/jspui/handle/11408/510 
Muros, J. P. (2008). Know the score: An exploration of keying and scoring approaches for situational 




Murphy, S. L. (2015). Individual adaptability as a predictor of job performance (Doctoral Thesis). 
Louisiana Tech University, United States -- Louisiana. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1744826570/abstract/FBBF4
936DD484E7FPQ/29 
Murshid, K. R. (2013). The predictive value of individual admission criteria on academic 
performance in a Saudi medical college. Journal of Taibah University Medical Sciences, 8(1), 
18–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtumed.2013.01.005 
Mussel, P. (2013). Introducing the construct curiosity for predicting job performance. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 34(4), 453–472. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1809 
 1584 
Mussio, J. J., & Wahlstrom, M. W. (1971). Predicting Performance of Programmer Trainees in a Post-
high School Setting. In Proceedings of the Ninth Annual SIGCPR Conference (pp. 26–46). New 
York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/800159.805097 
Myers, C. (1992). Core skills and transfer in the youth training schemes: A field study of trainee 
motor mechanics. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13(6), 625–632. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130608 
Myers, T. L., DeHart, R. M., Vuk, J., & Bursac, Z. (2013). Prior degree status of student pharmacists: 
Is there an association with first-year pharmacy school academic performance? Currents in 
Pharmacy Teaching and Learning, 5(5), 490–493. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cptl.2013.06.013 
N, E. (1941). Mechanical ability as a factor in engineering aptitude. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
25(3), 300–312. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0053635 
Nagi, J. L. (1975). Predictive validity of the Graduate Record Examination and the Miller Analogies 
Tests. Educational and Psychological Measurement. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=40&id=EJ125092 
Nair, S. N., Czaja, S. J., & Sharit, J. (2007). A multilevel modeling approach to examining individual 
differences in skill acquisition for a computer-based task. The Journals of Gerontology Series B: 
Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 62(Special Issue 1), 85–96. 
Natali, M. W. (2014). Level up: The dynamic nature of leadership and management (Doctoral 




Nathan, B. R., & Tippins, N. (1990). The consequences of halo “error” in performance ratings: A 
field study of the moderating effect of halo on test validation results. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 75(3), 290. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.3.290 
Naumann, J., Richter, T., Christmann, U., & Groeben, N. (2008). Working memory capacity and 
reading skill moderate the effectiveness of strategy training in learning from hypertext. Learning 
and Individual Differences, 18(2), 197–213. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2007.08.007 
Neal, A., Griffin, M. A., & Hart, P. M. (2000). The impact of organizational climate on safety climate 
and individual behavior. Safety Science, 34(1–3), 99–109. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0925-
7535(00)00008-4 
Nelson, L. C. (2003). Working memory, general intelligence, and job performance (Doctoral Thesis). 
University of Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305322924/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/85 
Nelson, M. T. (1993). The influence of motivational orientation on task revision (Doctoral Thesis). 
Stevens Institute of Technology, United States -- New Jersey. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304068231/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/543 
Nelson, T. (2012). Third generation training: An empirical investigation (M.S.). Colorado State 
University, United States -- Colorado. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1288419104/abstract/16CC17
2DC7CC40F1PQ/402 
Neuman, G. A. (1991). Autonomous work group selection. Journal of Business and Psychology, 6(2), 
283–291. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01126715 
 1586 
Neuman, G. A., Bolin, A. U., & Briggs, T. E. (2000). Development of a short form: The Ball Aptitude 
Battery. Measurement & Evaluation in Counseling & Development, 32(4), 187. 
Neuman, G. A., & Nomoto, J. T. (1990). Personnel selection tests for computer professionals and 
support technicians. Journal of Business and Psychology, 5(2), 165–177. 
Neuman, G. A., & Wright, J. (1999). Team effectiveness: Beyond skills and cognitive ability. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 84(3), 376. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.3.376 
Neumann, I., & Abrahams, N. M. (1982). Validation of Naval Academy Selection Procedures for 
Female Midshipmen. 
Neumann, I., Abrahams, N. M., & Githens, W. H. (1968). SELECTION OF MILITARY PERSONNEL 
FOR FOREIGN LANGUAGE TRAINING. 
Neun, M. E. (1966). The ability of psychologists to estimate validities of personnel tests used in a 
department store. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1966(2), i-11. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.1966.tb00536.x 
Newness, K. A. (2013). Exploring calling work orientation: Construct clarity and organizational 




Newstad, T. M., & Schuster, J. A. (1982). Predictive Measures for the Achievement of Training 
Success in Air Force Technical Training. (No. AFIT-LSSR-37-82). AIR FORCE INST OF 
TECH WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB OH SCHOOL OF SYSTEMS AND LOGISTICS, AIR 
FORCE INST OF TECH WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB OH SCHOOL OF SYSTEMS AND 
LOGISTICS. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA123005 
 1587 
Ng, K. Y., & Van Dyne, L. (2001). Individualism-collectivism as a boundary condition for 
effectiveness of minority influence in decision making. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 84(2), 198–225. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2927 
Nicholls, M., Viviers, A. M., & Visser, D. (2009). Validation of a test battery for the selection of call 
centre operators in a communications company. South African Journal of Psychology, 39(1), 19–
31. https://doi.org/10.1177/008124630903900102 
Nieman, L. L., & Smith, W. F. (1978). Individualized instruction: Its effects upon achievement and 
interest in beginning college Spanish. The Modern Language Journal, 62(4), 157–167. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/324350 
Nilsson, J. E. (1995). The GRE and the GMAT: A comparison of their correlations to GGPA. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55(4), 637–640. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164495055004011 
Nnodim, J. O. (1994). Predicting performance in anatomy using antecedent academic criteria. 
Medical Education, 28(3), 200–207. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1994.tb02699.x 
Nord, W. R., Connelly, F., & Daignault, G. (1974). Locus of control and aptitude test scores as 
predictors of academic achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 66(6), 956. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0021541 
Nzama, L., De Beer, M., & Visser, D. (2008). Predicting work performance through selection 
interview ratings and psychological assessment. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 34(3), 39–
47. 
Oakes, D. W., Ferris, G. R., Martocchio, J. J., Buckley, M. R., & Broach, D. (2001). Cognitive ability 
and personality predictors of training program skill acquisition and job performance. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 15(4), 523–548. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007805132107 
 1588 
O’Brien, G. E., & Pere, T. K. (1985). The effects of ability, self-esteem and task difficulty on 
performance and task satisfaction. Australian Journal of Psychology, 37(3), 309–323. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049538508256408 
O’Connell, M. S., Hartman, N. S., McDaniel, M. A., Grubb, W. L., & Lawrence, A. (2007). 
Incremental validity of situational judgment tests for task and contextual job performance. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 15(1), 19–29. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2389.2007.00364.x 
O’Connell, M. S., Kung, M.-C., & Tristan, E. (2011). Beyond impression management: Evaluating 
three measures of response distortion and their relationship to job performance. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 19(4), 340–351. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2389.2011.00563.x 
Officer Selection for the Swiss Armed Forces. (2010). Swiss Journal of Psychology, 69(2), 105–115. 
https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-0185/a000012 
Ogunyemi, D., & Taylor-Harris, D. S. (2005). Factors that correlate with the U.S. Medical Licensure 
Examination Step-2 scores in a diverse medical student population. Journal of the National 
Medical Association, 97(9), 1258. 
Oh, I.-S., Le, H., Whitman, D. S., Kim, K., Yoo, T.-Y., Hwang, J.-O., & Kim, C.-S. (2014). The 
Incremental validity of Honesty–Humility over cognitive ability and the Big Five personality 
traits. Human Performance, 27(3), 206–224. 
Ohmann, O. A. (1926). The measurement of capacity for skill in stenography. Psychological 
Monographs, 36(2), 54. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093232 
Olds, F. R. (1993). Intellectual ability, personality, and vocational interest as predictors of successful 
job performance in restaurant managers (M.S.). University of North Texas, United States -- 
 1589 
Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/230803266/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/317 
Olea, M. M., & Ree, M. J. (1994). Predicting pilot and navigator criteria: Not much more than g. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(6), 845–851. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.845 
Olivier, L. P. (2015). Psychomotor ability and learning potential as predictors of driver and machine 
operator performance in a road construction company. Retrieved from 
http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/19687 
Omizo, M. M. (2016). The Differential Aptitude Tests as predictors of success in a high school for 
engineering program. Educational and Psychological Measurement. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448004000132 
Omizo, M. M., & Michael, W. B. (1979). The prediction of performance in a counselor education 
master's degree program. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 39(2), 433-437.  
Ones, D. S., & Viswesvaran, C. (2007). A research note on the incremental validity of job knowledge 
and integrity tests for predicting maximal performance. Human Performance, 20(3), 293–303. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959280701333461 
Ono, M., Sachau, D. A., Deal, W. P., Englert, D. R., & Taylor, M. D. (2011). Cognitive ability, 
emotional intelligence, and the Big Five personality dimensions as predictors of criminal 
investigator performance. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 38(5), 471–491. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854811399406 
OPTOMETRY COLLEGE ADMISSION TEST*. : Optometry & Vision Science. (n.d.). Retrieved 






O’Reilly, P. A. (1972). Evaluation of In-School Success Criteria for Vocational-Technical Students. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED066582 
Organt, G. J. (1975). Employment testing and the selection of school support personnel: A validation 
study. Education, 96(1), 40. 
Ostrich, T. M. (2007). Biodata prediction of municipal police academy performance (Psy.D.). Indiana 
University of Pennsylvania, United States -- Pennsylvania. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304786529/abstract/C89522C
0E5D543B5PQ/609 
Otis, J. L. (1938). The prediction of success in power sewing machine operating. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 22(4), 350. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058429 
O’TOOLE, M. F. (1976). The Validation of a Test Battery and Biographical Data Used to Select Key-




Oudshoorn, W. C. (2003). The utility of Canadian DAT Perceptual Ability and Carving Dexterity 
scores as predictors of psychomotor performance in first-year operative dentistry. Journal of 
Dental Education, 67(11), 1201–1208. 
Overton, J. G. (1971). The selection of bank management trainees: a validation study. University of 
Richmond. Retrieved from http://scholarship.richmond.edu/masters-theses/820 
 1591 
Ozdemir, G. (2010). Exploring visuospatial thinking in learning about mineralogy: Spatial orientation 
ability and spatial visualization ability. International Journal of Science and Mathematics 
Education, 8(4), 737–759. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-009-9183-x 
P, A. (1940). A study of one company’s criteria for selecting college graduates. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 24(3), 253–264. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0059516 
P, E., Lb, G., & Si, S. (2003). Relationship between academic achievement and student performance 
on the Comprehensive Osteopathic Medical Licensing Examination-USA level 2. The Journal of 
the American Osteopathic Association, 103(7), 331–336. 
Pak, R. (2001). A further examination of the influence of spatial abilities on computer task 
performance in younger and older adults. Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics 
Society Annual Meeting, 45(22), 1551–1555. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193120104502203 
Pak, R., Rogers, W. A., & Fisk, A. D. (2006). Spatial ability subfactors and their influences on a 
computer-based information search task. Human Factors: The Journal of the Human Factors 
and Ergonomics Society, 48(1), 154–165. https://doi.org/10.1518/001872006776412180 
Palermo, L., Iaria, G., & Guariglia, C. (2008). Mental imagery skills and topographical orientation in 
humans: A correlation study. Behavioural Brain Research, 192(2), 248–253. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2008.04.014 
Palmer, C. I., Boyles, W. R., Veres, J. G., & Hill, J. B. (1992). Validation of a clerical test using work 
samples. Journal of Business and Psychology, 7(2), 239–257. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013932 
Palormo, J. M. (1967). The Computer Programmer Aptitude Battery: A Description and Discussion. 
In Proceedings of the Fifth SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel Research (pp. 57–63). 
New York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/1142662.1142668 
 1592 
Palumbo, M. V., Miller, C. E., Shalin, V. L., & Steele-johnson, D. (n.d.). The Impact of Job 
Knowledge in the Cognitive Ability-Performance Relationship. 
Pan, D., Zhang, Y., & Li, Z. (2016). Predictive capability of cognitive ability and cognitive style for 
spaceflight emergency operation performance. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics, 
54, 48–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2016.04.008 
Paolillo, J. G. P. (2016). The predictive validity of selected admissions variables relative to grade 
point average earned in a Master of Business Administration program. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448204200423 
Papp, K. K., Polk, H. C., & David Richardson, J. (1997). The relationship between criteria used to 
select residents and performance during residency. The American Journal of Surgery, 173(4), 
326–329. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9610(96)00389-3 
PARK, G. D. (1987). Motivation and Performance in Low Scope/Low Status Jobs (Doctoral Thesis). 
New School for Social Research, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303484540/abstract/D36168F
9B4F840C7PQ/2688 
Park, R. K., Mathews, J. J., & Ree, M. J. (1985). English Diagnostic Test: Validation for Journalism-
Related Programs. (No. AFHRL-TP-85-8). AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB 
BROOKS AFB TX, AIR FORCE HUMAN RESOURCES LAB BROOKS AFB TX. Retrieved 
from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA155734 
Parker, A. C. (1993). Development and Validation of the University of Texas System Entry-Level 
Police Examination. 
Parsons, S. O. (1958). A study of the prediction of success of manufacturing supervisors in an aircraft 





Pasia, J. S., Garzon, M. U., & Bauyot, M. M. (2012). Determinants of performance of graduates in the 
medical technologist licensure examination. Asian Journal of Health, 2, 16–39. 
Patterson, C. H. (1956). The prediction of attrition in trade school courses. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 40(3), 154. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0048935 
Patterson, F., Lievens, F., Kerrin, M., Munro, N., & Irish, B. (2013). The predictive validity of 
selection for entry into postgraduate training in general practice: Evidence from three 
longitudinal studies. Br J Gen Pract, 63(616), e734–e741. 
https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp13X674413 
Patterson, F., Rowett, E., Hale, R., Grant, M., Roberts, C., Cousans, F., & Martin, S. (2016). The 
predictive validity of a situational judgement test and multiple-mini interview for entry into 
postgraduate training in Australia. BMC Medical Education, 16, 87. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-016-0606-4 
Patton, C. B. (2015). Crystallized intelligence and openness to experience: Drawing on intellectual-
investment theories to predict job performance longitudinally (Doctoral Thesis). Louisiana Tech 
University, United States -- Louisiana. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1744830430/abstract/5BB437
8528B14961PQ/31 
Patton, G. K. (2002). A model of personality, general mental ability, and motivation for predicting 





Payne, D. A., & Vaughn, H. A. (1967). Forecasting Italian language proficiency of culturally 
immersed students. The Modern Language Journal, 51(1), 3–6. https://doi.org/10.2307/322365 
Payne, M. A., & Duffey, M. A. (1986). An investigation of the predictability of NCLEX scores of 
BSN graduates using academic predictors. Journal of Professional Nursing, 2(5), 326–332. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S8755-7223(86)80033-3 
Pedersen, E. E., & Vash, C. L. (1972). The Selection of Students for Orthotic-Prosthetic Educational 
Programs. Final Report. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED080046 
Pegorsch, D. S. (1997). The development psychometric evaluation, and validation of a low-fidelity 
situational judgement inventory for personnel selection: An alternative approach to cognitive 
assessment (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Southern Mississippi, United States -- 
Mississippi. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304371753/abstract/5BB4378
528B14961PQ/34 
Peiperl, M. A., & Trevelyan, R. (1997). Predictors of performance at business school and beyond: 
Demographic factors and the contrast between individual and group outcomes. Journal of 
Management Development, 16(5), 354–367. https://doi.org/10.1108/02621719710174534 
Pena, C. M., & Tirre, W. C. (1992). Cognitive factors involved in the first stage of programming skill 
acquisition. Learning and Individual Differences, 4(4), 311–334. https://doi.org/10.1016/1041-
6080(92)90017-9 
Peper, P. E. (1994). Personality correlates of effective managerial behavior (Doctoral Thesis). The 




Perales, J., & Cenoz, J. (2002). The effect of individual and contextual factors in adult second-
language acquisition in the Basque Country. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 15(1), 1–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07908310208666629 
Perlow, R., Jattuso, M., & Moore, D. D. W. (1997). Role of verbal working memory in complex skill 
acquisition. Human Performance, 10(3), 283–302. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1003_4 
Perlow, R., & Kopp, L. S. (2004). Conscientiousness and ability as predictors of accounting learning. 
Human Performance, 17(4), 359–373. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1704_1 
Perrine, M. W. (1955). The selection of drafting trainees. Journal of Applied Psychology, 39(1), 57. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0043964 
Perry, S. J., Hunter, E. M., Witt, L. A., & Harris, K. J. (2010). P = f (Conscientiousness × Ability): 
Examining the facets of conscientiousness. Human Performance, 23(4), 343–360. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2010.501045 
Personality, Attitudes, and Pilot Training Performance: Preliminary Analysis. (n.d.). Retrieved August 




Pesta, B. J., & Poznanski, P. J. (2009). The inspection time and over-claiming tasks as predictors of 
MBA student performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 46(2), 236–240. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.10.005 
 1596 
Pesta, B. J., & Scherer, R. F. (2011). The Assurance of Learning Tool as predictor and criterion in 
business school admissions decisions: New use for an old standard? Journal of Education for 
Business, 86(3), 163–170. https://doi.org/10.1080/08832323.2010.492051 
PETERSEN, C. G. (1977). The development and cross validation of a predictive model of 
achievement in Introduction to Computers at North West Missouri State University. 0745 - 
EDUCATION, HIGHER. 
Petersen, C. R., & Al-Haik, A. R. (1976). The development of the Defense Language Aptitude 
Battery (DLAB). Educational and Psychological Measurement, 36(2), 369–380. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447603600216 
Peterson, C. A., & Tucker, R. P. (2005). Medical gross anatomy as a predictor of performance on the 
USMLE Step 1. Anatomical Record. Part B, New Anatomist, 283(1), 5–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ar.b.20054 
Peterson, F. E., Booth, R. F., Lane, N. E., & Ambler, R. K. (1967). PREDICTING SUCCESS IN 
NAVAL FLIGHT OFFICER TRAINING. 
Peterson, N. G., Anderson, L. E., Crafts, J. L., Smith, D. A., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1999). Expanding 
the Concept of Quality in Personnel. AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH 
WASHINGTON DC, AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH WASHINGTON DC. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA365308 
Peterson, S. J., & Byron, K. (2008). Exploring the role of hope in job performance: Results from four 
studies. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29(6), 785–803. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.492 
Pettersen, N., & Tziner, A. (1995). The cognitive ability test as a predictor of job performance: Is its 
validity affected by job complexity and tenure within the organization? International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 3(4), 237–241. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.1995.tb00036.x 
 1597 
Peverly, S. T., Ramaswamy, V., Brown, C., Sumowski, J., Alidoost, M., & Garner, J. (2007). What 
predicts skill in lecture note taking? Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(1), 167–180. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.1.167 
Pishghadam, R., & Khajavy, G. H. (2013). Intelligence and metacognition as predictors of foreign 
language achievement: A structural equation modeling approach. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 24, 176–181. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.12.004 
Pitigoi-Aron, G., King, P. A., & Chambers, D. W. (2011). Predictors of academic performance for 
applicants to an international dental studies program in the United States. Journal of Dental 
Education, 75(12), 1577–1582. 
Plag, J. A., & Goffman, J. M. (1967). The Armed Forces Qualification Test: Its validity in predicting 
military effectiveness for naval enlistees. Personnel Psychology, 20(3), 323–340. 
Ploran, E. J., Rovira, E., Thompson, J. C., & Parasuraman, R. (2015). Underlying spatial skills to 
support navigation through large, unconstrained environments. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 
29(4), 608–613. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3135 
Poirier, L. C. M. (2010). Validation of the Naval Officer Assessment Board (M.Sc.). Saint Mary’s 
University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/862363971/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/71 
Polyzois, I., Claffey, N., McDonald, A., Hussey, D., & Quinn, F. (2011). Can evaluation of a dental 
procedure at the outset of learning predict later performance at the preclinical level? A pilot 
study. European Journal of Dental Education, 15(2), 104–109. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-
0579.2010.00647.x 
 1598 
Poole, A. (2005). Predicting and assessing performance in Canadian dental schools : the Canadian 
Dental Association interview, personality, and a behaviourally anchored rating scale. Retrieved 
from http://library2.smu.ca/handle/01/22493 
Poole, A., Catano, V. M., & Cunningham, D. P. (2007). Predicting performance in canadian dental 
schools: The new CDA structured interview, a new personality assessment, and the DAT. 
Journal of Dental Education, 71(5), 664–676. 
POOLE, G. A. (1971). The Prediction of Job Success in a Plastics Company. (M.A.). Western 
Michigan University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/302640461/citation/963DA05
DD1F944FBPQ/726 
Poorman, S. G., & Martin, E. J. (1991). The role of nonacademic variables in passing the National 
Council Licensure Examination. Journal of Professional Nursing, 7(1), 25–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/8755-7223(91)90071-R 
Poruben Jr., A. (1950). A test battery for actuarial clerks. Journal of Applied Psychology, 34(3), 159. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058238 
Postlethwaite, B., Robbins, S., Rickerson, J., & McKinniss, T. (2009). The moderation of 
conscientiousness by cognitive ability when predicting workplace safety behavior. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 47(7), 711–716. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.06.008 
Powell, D. M. (2008). Assessing personality in the employment interview: The impact of rater 
training and individual differences on rating accuracy (Doctoral Thesis). The University of 




Powers, D. E. (1982). Long-Term predictive and construct validity of two traditional predictors of law 
school performance. ETS Research Report Series, 1982(2), 568–576. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1982.tb01323.x 
Powers, D. E. (2001). Validity of GRE General Test scores for admission to colleges of veterinary 
medicine. ETS Research Report Series, 2001(1), i-41. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.2001.tb01852.x 
Powers, D. E., & Evans, F. R. (1978). Relationships of preadmission measures to academic success in 
graduate management education. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1978(1), i-27. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1978.tb01158.x 
Powers, D. E., & Hardy, F. M. (1980). A summary of results of the Graduate Management Admission 
Council (GMAC) Validity Service for 1979. ETS Research Report Series, 1980(1), i-28. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.1980.tb01193.x 
PREDICTING FIRST YEAR ACHIEVEMENT OF AIR FORCE ACADEMY CADETS, CLASS OF 








Predicting Pilot Training Performance: Does the Criterion Make a Difference? (n.d.). Retrieved 





Prediction of Academic Success in the Airman Education and Commissioning Program: A Validity 












Predictors of Performance in Navy Electronics Skills: The Effect of Mathematical Skills. (n.d.). 




Preliminary Evaluation of Two Dichotic Listening Tasks as Predictors of Performance in Naval 





Pretorius, M., & Redelinghuys, M. (2010, December). Validation of a selection battery used by the 
South African Military Academy (Thesis). Stellenbosch : University of Stellenbosch. Retrieved 
from http://scholar.sun.ac.za/handle/10019.1/5274 
Probability of Success in Primary Flight Training as a Function of ASTB Scores and API Grades: An 




Probst, T. M. (2004). Safety and insecurity: Exploring the moderating effect of organizational safety 
climate. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(1), 3. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.9.1.3 
PROCEDURES FOR ASSIGNING CRITERION GRADES TO FAILURES AND TURNBACKS IN 




Provines, J. L. (2006). Investigation of police officer selection procedures (Doctoral Thesis). Wichita 




Psychological and Physical Performance Characteristics of Successful Explosive Ordnance Diver 




Puddey, I. B., & Mercer, A. (2014). Predicting academic outcomes in an Australian graduate entry 
medical programme. BMC Medical Education, 14, 31. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-31 
Pulakos, E. D., Borman, W. C., & Hough, L. M. (1988). Test validation for scientific understanding: 
Two demonstrations of an approach to studying predictor‐criterion linkages. Personnel 
Psychology, 41(4), 703–716. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1988.tb00648.x 
Pulakos, E. D., & Schmitt, N. (1996). An evaluation of two strategies for reducing adverse impact and 
their effects on criterion-related validity. Human Performance, 9(3), 241–258. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup0903_4 
Pulakos, E. D., Schmitt, N., Dorsey, D. W., Arad, S., Borman, W. C., & Hedge, J. W. (2002). 
Predicting adaptive performance: Further tests of a model of adaptability. Human Performance, 
15(4), 299–323. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1504_01 
Pursell, E. D., Dossett, D. L., & Latham, G. P. (1980). Obtaining valid predictors by minimizing 
rating errors in the criterion. Personnel Psychology, 33(1), 91–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1980.tb02166.x 
Pynes, J. E., & Bernardin, H. J. (1989). Predictive validity of an entry-level police officer assessment 
center. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(5), 831. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.5.831 
 1603 
Pynes, J. E., Harrick, E. J., & Schaefer, D. (1997). A concurrent validity study applied to a secretarial 
position in a state universities civil service system. Journal of Business and Psychology, 12(1), 
3–18. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025001914448 
Pynes, J., & John Bernardin, H. (1992). Entry-level police selection: The assessment center is an 
alternative. Journal of Criminal Justice, 20(1), 41–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-
2352(92)90033-6 
Q, A. (1946). Relation between scores on certain standard tests and supervisory success in an aircraft 
factory. Journal of Applied Psychology, 30(4), 328–332. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060901 
Quick, M. M., Krupa, K. C., & Whitley, T. W. (1985). Using admission data to predict success on the 
NCLEX-RN in a baccalaureate program. Journal of Professional Nursing, 1(6), 364–368. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S8755-7223(85)80060-0 
Quiñones, M. A. (1995). Pretraining context effects: Training assignment as feedback. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 80(2), 226–238. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.2.226 
Rafilson, F., & Sison, R. (1996). Seven criterion-related validity studies conducted with the National 
Police Officer Selection Test. Psychological Reports, 78(1), 163–176. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1996.78.1.163 
Raju, N. S., Bilgic, R., Edwards, J. E., & Fleer, P. F. (1999). Accuracy of population validity and 
cross-validity estimation: An empirical comparison of formula-based, traditional empirical, and 
equal weights procedures. Applied Psychological Measurement, 23(2), 99–115. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01466219922031220 
Ralls, R. S. (1997). Age and computer training performance: A test of training enhancement through 
cognitive practice (Doctoral Thesis). University of Maryland, College Park, United States -- 




Ralph, R. B., & Taylor, C. W. (1952). The role of tests in the medical selection program. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 36(2), 107. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0059995 
Raman, T., Alrabaa, R. G., Sood, A., Maloof, P., Benevenia, J., & Berberian, W. (2016). Does 
residency selection criteria predict performance in orthopaedic surgery residency? Clinical 
Orthopaedics and Related Research®, 474(4), 908–914. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11999-015-
4317-7 
Ramos, R. A., Heil, M. C., & Manning, C. A. (2001). Documentation of Validity for the AT-SAT 
Computerized Test Battery. Volume 2. 
Ramos, S. M., Croen, L., & Haddow, S. (1986). Predictors of preclinical and clinical performance of 
minority medical students. Journal of the National Medical Association, 78(7), 601. 
Ramsberger, P. F., Laurence, J. H., McCloy, R. A., & DiFazio, A. S. (1999). Augmented selection 
criteria for enlisted personnel. (No. HUMRRO-FR-PRD-94-07). Alexandria, VA: Human 
Resources Research Organization. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA363068 
Rand, K. L., Martin, A. D., & Shea, A. M. (2011). Hope, but not optimism, predicts academic 
performance of law students beyond previous academic achievement. Journal of Research in 
Personality, 45(6), 683–686. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.08.004 
Rappaport, H. M., Lively, B. T., & Settle, D. (1990). The relationships of the unisex edition of the 
ACT Interest Inventory (UNIACT) and selected variables to grade point average in a 
professional pharmacy program. Journal of Pharmacy Teaching, 1(1), 51–62. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/J060v01n01_07 
 1605 
Rausch, A. (2016). Dispositional predictors of problem solving in the field of office work. Vocations 
and Learning, 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12186-016-9165-4 
Raymond, M. R., & Roberts, D. M. (1983). Development and validation of a foreign language attitude 
scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 43(4), 1239–1246. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448304300435 
Redden, E. E. S. (2001). Measuring and understanding individual differences in the situation 
awareness of workers in high -intensity jobs (Doctoral Thesis). Auburn University, United States 
-- Alabama. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304687531/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/124 
Redick, T. S., Shipstead, Z., Meier, M. E., Montroy, J. J., Hicks, K. L., Unsworth, N., … Engle, R. W. 
(2016). Cognitive predictors of a common multitasking ability: Contributions from working 
memory, attention control, and fluid intelligence. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 
145(11), 1473. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000219 
Ree, M. J. (1976). Effects of item-option weighting on the reliability and validity of the AFOQT for 
pilot selection. (No. AFHRL-TR-76-76). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA035732 
Ree, M. J., & Carretta, T. R. (1999). Lack of ability is not always the problem. Journal of Business 
and Psychology, 14(1), 165–171. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022922904562 
Reece, R. L. (1990). An analysis of the effect of frequency of task performance on job performance 
measurement. Monterey, CA: Naval Postgraduate School. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA225304 
 1606 
Reilly, R. R. (1971). Contributions of selected transcript information to prediction of law school 
performance. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1971(2), i-15. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.1971.tb00811.x 
Reilly, R. R., & Manese, W. R. (1979). The validation of a minicourse for telephone company 
switching technicians. Personnel Psychology, 32(1), 83–90. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1979.tb00470.x 
Reinstedt, R. N. (1967). Results of a programmer performance prediction study. IEEE Transactions 
on Engineering Management, EM-14(4), 183–187. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.1967.6446988 





Relationships between Individual Differences and Accuracy in Rating Air Force Jet Engine Mechanic 




Rich, A. M., Ayers, K. M. S., Thomson, W. M., Sinclair, R. J., Rohan, M. J., & Seymour, G. J. 
(2012). Does performance in selection processes predict performance as a dental student? 
European Journal of Dental Education, 16(1), 27–34. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-
0579.2011.00706.x 
 1607 
Richards Jr., J. M., Taylor, C. W., & Price, P. B. (1962). The prediction of medical intern 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 46(2), 142. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0039288 
Ried, L. D., & McKenzie, M. (2004). A preliminary report on the academic performance of pharmacy 
students in a distance education program. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 68(3), 
65. https://doi.org/10.5688/aj680365 
Rigas, G., Carling, E., & Brehmer, B. (2002). Reliability and validity of performance measures in 
microworlds. Intelligence, 30(5), 463–480. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-2896(02)00121-6 
Rippey, R. M., Thal, S., & Bongard, S. J. (1981). A study of the University of Connecticut’s criteria 
for admission into medical school. Medical Education, 15(5), 298–305. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1981.tb02492.x 
Risser, R., Chaloupka, C., Grundler, W., Sommer, M., Häusler, J., & Kaufmann, C. (2008). Using 
non-linear methods to investigate the criterion validity of traffic-psychological test batteries. 
Accident Analysis & Prevention, 40(1), 149–157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2006.12.018 
Risucci, D., Geiss, A., Gellman, L., Pinard, B., & Rosser, J. (2001). Surgeon-specific factors in the 
acquisition of laparoscopic surgical skills. The American Journal of Surgery, 181(4), 289–293. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9610(01)00574-8 
Risucci, D., Geiss, A., Gellman, L., Pinard, B., & Rosser, J. C. (2000). Experience and visual 
perception in resident acquisition of laparoscopic skills. Current Surgery, 57(4), 368–372. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7944(00)00275-0 
Ritter, E. M., McClusky III, D. A., Gallagher, A. G., Enochsson, L., & Smith, C. D. (2006). 
Perceptual, visuospatial, and psychomotor abilities correlate with duration of training required on 
a virtual-reality flexible endoscopy simulator. The American Journal of Surgery, 192(3), 379–
384. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjsurg.2006.03.003 
 1608 
Roberts, A., Dell, L., & Omer, L. (1961). A pragmatic validation of a simple, status free measure of 
intellectual ability. Retrieved from http://archive.neicon.ru/xmlui//handle/123456789/3428801 
Roberts, B. W., Harms, P. D., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2007). Predicting the counterproductive 
employee in a child-to-adult prospective study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(5), 1427. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.5.1427 
Roberts, W. L., Pugliano, G., Langenau, E., & Boulet, J. R. (2012). Modeling relationships between 
traditional preadmission measures and clinical skills performance on a medical licensure 
examination. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 17(3), 403–417. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-011-9321-4 
Robertson, I. T., & Mindel, R. M. (1980). A study of trainability testing. Journal of Occupational 
Psychology, 53(2), 131–138. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1980.tb00017.x 
Robins, K. W. (1994). Effects of personality and situational judgment on job performance (Doctoral 
Thesis). University of California, Berkeley, United States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304085012/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/294 
Robinson, R. P. (2009). The effect of individual differences on training process variables in a 
multistage computer-based training context (Doctoral Thesis). The University of Akron, United 
States -- Ohio. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304838860/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/552 
Robson, S. M., Abraham, J. D., & Weiner, J. (2010). Characteristics of successful direct support 
professionals: An examination of personality and cognitive ability requirements. International 
 1609 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 18(2), 215–219. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2389.2010.00503.x 
Rockstuhl, T., Ang, S., Ng, K.-Y., Lievens, F., & Van Dyne, L. (2015). Putting judging situations into 
situational judgment tests: Evidence from intercultural multimedia SJTs. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 100(2), 464. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038098 
Rockstuhl, T., Seiler, S., Ang, S., Van Dyne, L., & Annen, H. (2011). Beyond general intelligence 
(IQ) and emotional intelligence (EQ): The role of cultural intelligence (CQ) on cross-border 
leadership effectiveness in a globalized world. Journal of Social Issues, 67(4), 825–840. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2011.01730.x 
Rode, J. C., Mooney, C. H., Arthaud-Day, M. L., Near, J. P., Baldwin, T. T., Rubin, R. S., & 
Bommer, W. H. (2007). Emotional intelligence and individual performance: evidence of direct 
and moderated effects. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 28(4), 399–421. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.429 
Rodes, W., Gugerty, L., Brooks, J., & Cantalupo, C. (2009). The effects of electronic map displays 
and spatial ability on performance of navigational tasks. Proceedings of the Human Factors and 
Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 53(4), 369–373. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/154193120905300443 
Roehr, K., & Gánem-Gutiérrez, G. A. (2009). The status of metalinguistic knowledge in instructed 
adult L2 learning. Language Awareness, 18(2), 165–181. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658410902855854 
Roehrig, S. M. (1988). Prediction of licensing examination scores in physical therapy graduates. 
Physical Therapy, 68(5), 694–698. 
 1610 
Roman, M. A. (1997). Exploring the upper bound of predictive validity of personality testing in 




Rosander, P., Bäckström, M., & Stenberg, G. (2011). Personality traits and general intelligence as 
predictors of academic performance: A structural equation modelling approach. Learning and 
Individual Differences, 21(5), 590–596. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2011.04.004 
Rose, M. R., Barron, L. G., Carretta, T. R., Arnold, R. D., & Howse, W. R. (2014). Early 
identification of unmanned aircraft pilots using measures of personality and aptitude. 
International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 24(1), 36–52. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2014.860849 
Rosenberg, L. A., McHenry, T. B., Rosenberg, A. M., & Nichols, R. C. (1962). The prediction of 
academic achievement with the California Psychological Inventory. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 46(6), 385–388. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0042406 
Rosenberg, N., Skordahl, D. M., & Anderson, A. A. (1961). Development of experimental selectors 
for Army helicopter pilot trainees--personality constructs. 
Rosenthal, R., Hamel, C., Oertli, D., Demartines, N., & Gantert, W. A. (2010). Performance on a 
virtual reality angled laparoscope task correlates with spatial ability of trainees. Indian Journal of 
Surgery, 72(4), 327–330. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12262-010-0118-0 
Ross, P. F. (1962). The validity information exchange. Personnel Psychology, 15(1), 103–109. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1962.tb01852.x 
 1611 
Ross, P. F. (1963). Validity information exchange. Personnel Psychology, 16(2), 171–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1963.tb01267.x 
Ross, P. F., & Dunfield, N. M. (1964). Selecting salesmen for an oil company. Personnel Psychology, 
17(1), 75–84. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1964.tb00053.x 
Rosse, J. G., Miller, H. E., & Barnes, L. K. (1991). Combining personality and cognitive ability 
predictors for hiring service-oriented employees. Journal of Business and Psychology, 5(4), 431–
445. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01014493 
Roth, P. L., Buster, M. A., & Bobko, P. (2011). Updating the trainability tests literature on Black–
White subgroup differences and reconsidering criterion-related validity. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 96(1), 34–45. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020923 
Roth, P. L., & Campion, J. E. (1992). An analysis of the predictive power of the panel interview and 
pre-employment tests. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 65(1), 51–60. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1992.tb00483.x 
Roth, P. L., Campion, J. E., & Jones, S. D. (1996). The impact of four missing data techniques on 
validity estimates in human resource management. Journal of Business and Psychology, 11(1), 
101–112. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02278259 
Rothstein, M. G., Paunonen, S. V., Rush, J. C., & King, G. A. (1994). Personality and cognitive 
ability predictors of performance in graduate business school. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 86(4), 516. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.86.4.516 
Rothwell, W. B., & Baker, R. A. (1970). Relationship of proficiency ratings and personality traits to 
job success of stenographic and secretarial science graduates. Final report. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED052389 
 1612 
Rowland, K. M., & Scott, W. E. (1968). Psychological attributes of effective leadership in a formal 
organization. Personnel Psychology, 21(3), 365–377. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1968.tb02037.x 
Roy, A. (1980). A study of the general aptitude test battery (GATB) in respect of its parts and 
aptitudes, and job performance of clerical and supervisory technical personnel in textile industry 
(Doctoral Thesis). Gujarat University (India), India. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1739021225/abstract/270D44
60679246D1PQ/1497 
Roy, B., Ripstein, I., Perry, K., & Cohen, B. (2016). Predictive value of grade point average (GPA), 
Medical College Admission Test (MCAT), internal examinations (Block) and National Board of 
Medical Examiners (NBME) scores on Medical Council of Canada qualifying examination Part I 
(MCCQE-1) scores. Canadian Medical Education Journal, 7(1), e47–e56. 
Rubin, R. B., & Henzl, S. A. (1984). Cognitive complexity, communication competence, and verbal 
ability. Communication Quarterly, 32(4), 263–270. 
Ruch, F. L., & Ruch, W. W. (1960). Predicting success in draftsman training with short time limit 
aptitude tests. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 20(4), 827–833. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000421 
Rueb JD, Erskine HJ, & Foti RJ. (2008). Intelligence, dominance, masculinity, and self-monitoring: 
predicting leadership emergence in a military setting. Military Psychology (Taylor & Francis 
Ltd), 20(4), 237–252. 
Ruffing, S., Wach, F.-S., Spinath, F. M., Brünken, R., & Karbach, J. (2015). Learning strategies and 
general cognitive ability as predictors of gender-specific academic achievement. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 6. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01238 
 1613 
Rush, D. K., & Matsuo, H. (2007). Does law school curriculum affect bar examination passage: An 
empirical analysis of factors related to bar examination passage during the years 2001 through 
2006 at a midwestern law school law school and bar examination performance. Journal of Legal 
Education, 57, 224–236. 
Rydval, O. (2007). The impact of financial incentives on task performance: The role of cognitive 
abilities and intrinsic motivation (Doctoral Thesis). Univerzita Karlova (Czech Republic), Czech 
Republic. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304704600/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/172 
Rysiewicz, J. (2009). Measuring foreign language learning aptitude. Polish Adaptation of The Modern 
Language Aptitude Test by Carroll and Sapon. Poznań Studies in Contemporary Linguistics, 
44(4), 569–595. https://doi.org/10.2478/v10010-008-0027-6 
Sackett, P. R., Gruys, M. L., & Ellingson, J. E. (1998). Ability–personality interactions when 
predicting job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(4), 545. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.4.545 
Sackett, P. R., Walmsley, P. T., Koch, A. J., Beatty, A. S., & Kuncel, N. R. (2016). Predictor content 
matters for knowledge testing: Evidence supporting content validation. Human Performance, 
29(1), 54–71. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1120307 
Salem, R. O., Al-Mously, N., AlFadil, S., & Baalash, A. (2016). Pre-admission criteria and pre-
clinical achievement: Can they predict medical students performance in the clinical phase? 
Medical Teacher, 38(sup1), S26–S30. https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2016.1142511 
 1614 
Salgado, J. F. (1995). Situational specificity and within-setting validity variability. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 68(2), 123–132. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8325.1995.tb00577.x 
Salthouse, T. A., & Saults, J. S. (1987). Multiple spans in transcription typing. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 72(2), 187. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.72.2.187 
Sander, S. I., & Duffy, T. M. (1982). Reading skills, reading requirements, learning strategies, and 
performance in Navy technical schools. Final report. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED219597 
Sanderson, K. R., Bruk-Lee, V., Viswesvaran, C., Gutierrez, S., & Kantrowitz, T. (2013). 
Multitasking: Do preference and ability interact to predict performance at work? Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 86(4), 556–563. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12025 
Sandow, P. L., Jones, A. C., Peek, C. W., Courts, F. J., & Watson, R. E. (2002). Correlation of 
admission criteria with dental school performance and attrition. Journal of Dental Education, 
66(3), 385–392. 
Sands, W. A. (1970). Prediction of success in the U. S. Naval Preparatory School. 
Sartania, N., McClure, J. D., Sweeting, H., & Browitt, A. (2014). Predictive power of UKCAT and 
other pre-admission measures for performance in a medical school in Glasgow: A cohort study. 
BMC Medical Education, 14, 116. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-116 
Saudino, D. A. (1984). Validation of the General Classification Test for selection of commissioning 
from the ranks candidates. 
 1615 
Savage, R. D., & Stewart, R. R. (1972). Personality and the success of card-punch operators in 
training. British Journal of Psychology, 63(3), 445–450. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8295.1972.tb01294.x 
Sawaki, Y., & Nissan, S. (2009). Criterion-related validity of the TOEFL IBT listening section. ETS 
Research Report Series, 2009(1), i-82. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.2009.tb02159.x 
Sawin, L., Earles, J., Nelson Goff, G., & Chaiken, S. R. (2001). Advanced Personnel Testing Project. 
San Antonio, TX: Metrica Inc. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA399062 
Sawyer, S. C. (2008). Validation of the Modern Language Aptitude Test. University of Tennessee, 
Knoxville. Retrieved from http://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss/504 
Schaap, P., & Luwes, M. (2013). Learning potential and academic literacy tests as predictors of 
academic performance for engineering students. Retrieved from 
http://repository.up.ac.za/handle/2263/32875 
Schauner, S., Hardinger, K. L., Graham, M. R., & Garavalia, L. (2013). Admission variables 
predictive of academic struggle in a PharmD program. American Journal of Pharmaceutical 
Education, 77(1), 8. https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe7718 
Schijven, M. P., Jakimowicz, J. J., & Carter, F. J. (2004). How to select aspirant laparoscopic surgical 
trainees: Establishing concurrent validity comparing Xitact LS500 index performance scores 
with standardized psychomotor aptitude test battery scores. Journal of Surgical Research, 
121(1), 112–119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2004.02.005 
Schlickum, M., Hedman, L., Enochsson, L., Henningsohn, L., Kjellin, A., & Felländer-Tsai, L. 
(2011). Surgical simulation tasks challenge visual working memory and visual-spatial ability 
differently. World Journal of Surgery, 35(4), 710–715. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00268-011-
0981-2 
 1616 
Schmidt, A. M. (2001). Promoting active learning:  The effects of metacognitive instruction and 
trainee characteristics on learning processes and outcomes (Master’s Thesis). Michigan State 
University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304709947/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/579 
Schmidt-Atzert, L., Krumm, S., & Lubbe, D. (2011). Toward stable predictions of apprentices’ 
training success. Journal of Personnel Psychology. Retrieved from 
http://econtent.hogrefe.com/doi/full/10.1027/1866-5888/a000027 
Schmitt, N., Hattrup, K., & Landis, R. S. (1993). Item bias indices based on total test score and job 
performance estimates of ability. Personnel Psychology, 46(3), 593–611. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00886.x 
Schmitt, N., Pulakos, E. D., Nason, E., & Whitney, D. J. (1996). Likability and similarity as potential 
sources of predictor-related criterion bias in validation research. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 68(3), 272–286. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.0105 
Schoeman, A. (2009). The relationship between learning potential, English language proficiency and 
work-related training test results. Retrieved from http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/770 
Schrader, W. B., & Olsen, M. A. (1950). The Law School Admission Test as a predictor of law school 
grades. ETS Research Bulletin Series, 1950(2), i-10. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-
8504.1950.tb00880.x 
Schuelke, M. J., Day, E. A., McEntire, L. E., Boatman, P. R., Boatman, J. E., Kowollik, V., & Wang, 
X. (2009). Relating indices of knowledge structure coherence and accuracy to skill-based 
performance: Is there utility in using a combination of indices? Journal of Applied Psychology, 
94(4), 1076. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015113 
 1617 
Schultz, M. M., & Zedeck, S. (2011). Predicting lawyer effectiveness: Broadening the basis for law 
school admission decisions. Law & Social Inquiry, 36, 620–661. 
Schutz, P. A., Drogosz, L. M., White, V. E., & Distefano, C. (1998). Prior knowledge, attitude, and 
strategy use in an introduction to statistics course. Learning and Individual Differences, 10(4), 
291–308. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1041-6080(99)80124-1 
Schwager, I. T. L., Hülsheger, U. R., Bridgeman, B., & Lang, J. W. B. (2015). Graduate Student 
Selection: Graduate record examination, socioeconomic status, and undergraduate grade point 
average as predictors of study success in a western European University. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 23(1), 71–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12096 
Schwibbe, A., Kothe, C., Hampe, W., & Konradt, U. (2016). Acquisition of dental skills in preclinical 
technique courses: Influence of spatial and manual abilities. Advances in Health Sciences 
Education, 21(4), 841–857. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-016-9670-0 
Seagoe, M. V. (1945). Prognostic tests and teaching success. The Journal of Educational Research, 
38(9), 685–690. 
Seagoe, M. V. (1946). Prediction of in-service success in teaching. The Journal of Educational 
Research, 39(9), 658–663. 
Seashore, H. G. (1953). Validation of clerical testing in banks. Personnel Psychology, 6(1), 45–56. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1953.tb01029.x 
Seashore, S. (1931). The aptitude hypothesis in motor skills. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
14(5), 555–561. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0070570 
Sebrechts, M. M., Deck, J. G., Wagner, R. K., & Black, J. B. (1984). How human abilities affect 
component skills in word processing. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 
16(2), 234–237. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03202394 
 1618 
Seidel, R. J., & Hunter, H. G. (1970). the application of theoretical factors in teaching problem-
solving by programed instruction. Applied Psychology, 19(1), 41–75. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1970.tb00205.x 
Seiler, J. (1967). Survey of validation studies on computer personnel selection instruments. In 
Proceedings of the Fifth SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel Research (pp. 43–51). 
New York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/1142662.1142666 
Seldomridge, L. A., & DiBartolo, M. C. (2004). Can success and failure be predicted for 
baccalaureate graduates on the computerized NCLEX-RN? Journal of Professional Nursing, 
20(6), 361–368. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.profnurs.2004.08.005 
Selection of Air Traffic Controllers for Automated Systems: Applications from Current Research. 




Serafini, E. J., & Sanz, C. (2016). Evidence for the decreasing impact of cognitive ability on second 
language development as proficiency increases. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 38(4), 
607–646. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263115000327 
Seufert, T., Schütze, M., & Brünken, R. (2009). Memory characteristics and modality in multimedia 
learning: An aptitude–treatment–interaction study. Learning and Instruction, 19(1), 28–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.01.002 
Shaban, S., & McLean, M. (2011). Predicting performance at medical school: Can we identify at-risk 
students? Advances in Medical Education and Practice, 2011(2). Retrieved from 
https://works.bepress.com/michelle_mclean/13/ 
 1619 
Shah, J., Buckley, D., Frisby, J., & Darzi, A. (2003). Reaction time does not predict surgical skill. 
British Journal of Surgery, 90(10), 1285–1286. https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.4180 
Shanahan, F. M., & Kantor, J. E. (1986). Basic Navigator Battery: An experimental selection 
composite for undergraduate navigator training. Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources 
Lab. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA168857 
Shechtman, Z. (1989). The contribution of interpersonal behavior evaluation to the prediction of 
initial teaching success: A research note. Teaching and Teacher Education, 5(3), 243–248. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0742-051X(89)90007-3 
Shideler, D. F. (2012). Effects of oxygen deprivation on pilot performance and cognitive processing 
skills: A pilot study (Master’s Thesis). Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, United States -- 
Florida. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1466003196/abstract/A55DA
1C748554C0CPQ/2195 
Shipman, A. S., & Mumford, M. D. (2011). When confidence is detrimental: Influence of 
overconfidence on leadership effectiveness. The Leadership Quarterly, 22(4), 649–665. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.006 
Shoenberger, R. W., Wherry, J., & Berkshire, J. R. (1963). Predicting success in aviation training. 
Shoss, M. K., Witt, L. A., & Vera, D. (2012). When does adaptive performance lead to higher task 
performance? Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(7), 910–924. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.780 
Shulruf, B., Poole, P., Wang, G. Y., Rudland, J., & Wilkinson, T. (2012). How well do selection tools 
predict performance later in a medical programme? Advances in Health Sciences Education, 
17(5), 615–626. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-011-9324-1 
 1620 
Shultz, I. T., & Barnabas, B. (1945). Testing for leadership in industry. Transactions of the Kansas 
Academy of Science (1903-), 48(2), 160–164. https://doi.org/10.2307/3625126 
Shultz, J. W. (2006). The impact of recruiter traits on recruiter effectiveness (Master’s Thesis). 
University of Calgary (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/305346674/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/224 
Shultz, M. M., & Zedeck, S. (2009). Predicting Lawyer Effectiveness: A New Assessment for Use in 
Law School Admission Decisions (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 1442118). Rochester, NY: 
Social Science Research Network. Retrieved from https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1442118 
Shuman, J. T. (1945). The value of aptitude tests for supervisory workers in the aircraft engine and 
propeller industries. Journal of Applied Psychology, 29(3), 185. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060773 
Shuttleworth, F. K. (1944). A critical evaluation of two aspects of the Army specialized training 
program in basic engineering. The Journal of Psychology, 18(2), 159–182. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1944.10544116 
Siegel, A. I., & Bergman, B. A. (1972). Nonverbal and culture fair performance prediction 
procedures: I. Background, test development, and initial results. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED069726 
Siegenthaler, M. (2011). Can a standardized aptitude test predict training success of apprentices? 
Evidence from a case study in Switzerland (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 1759561). Rochester, 
NY: Social Science Research Network. Retrieved from https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1759561 
Siegert, K. O. (2008). Executive education: Predicting student success in executive MBA programs. 
Journal of Education for Business, 83(4), 221–226. https://doi.org/10.3200/JOEB.83.4.221-226 
 1621 
Siem, F. M., & Carretta, T. R. (1988). Personality, attitudes, and pilot training performance: Final 
analysis. 
Siem, F. M., & Carretta, T. R. (1998). Determinants of enlisted air traffic controller success. Brooks 
AFB, TX: Air Force Research Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA367682 
Signori, E. I. (1949). The Arnprior experiment: A study of World War II selection procedures in the 
RCAF and RAF. Canadian Journal of Psychology/Revue Canadienne de Psychologie, 3(3), 136. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0084091 
Silva, J. M. (1997). Using psychomotor ability for selecting TOW gunners. (No. ARI-TR-1059). 
Alexandria, VA: Army Research Inst. for the Behavioral and Social Sciences. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA328697 
Silvester, J., & Dykes, C. (2007). Selecting political candidates: A longitudinal study of assessment 
centre performance and political success in the 2005 UK General Election. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 80(1), 11–25. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X156287 
Simon, S. J., & Werner, J. M. (1996). Computer training through behavior modeling, self-paced, and 
instructional approaches: A field experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(6), 648. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.648 
Simon, S. R., Bui, A., Day, S., Berti, D., & Volkan, K. (2007). The relationship between second-year 
medical students’ OSCE scores and USMLE Step 2 scores. Journal of Evaluation in Clinical 
Practice, 13(6), 901–905. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2753.2006.00768.x 
 1622 
Simon, S. R., Volkan, K., Hamann, C., Duffey, C., & Fletcher, S. W. (2002). The relationship 
between second-year medical students’ OSCE scores and USMLE Step 1 scores. Medical 
Teacher, 24(5), 535–539. https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159021000012586 
Simple adding versus differential weighting of MCAT subtest... : Academic Medicine. (n.d.). 





Simpson, P. L., Scicluna, H. A., Jones, P. D., Cole, A. M., O’Sullivan, A. J., Harris, P. G., … McNeil, 
H. P. (2014). Predictive validity of a new integrated selection process for medical school 
admission. BMC Medical Education, 14, 86. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-86 
Sims, W. H., & Hiatt, C. M. (1981). Validation of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB) Forms 6 and 7 with applications to ASVAB Forms 8, 9, and 10, (No. CNS-1160). 
Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analyses Marine Corps Operations Analysis Group. Retrieved 
from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA110025 
Single-Channel Ground and Airborne Radio System (SINCGARS) Operator Training Evaluation. 





Sippel, I. (2013). Does being smart matter? Cognitive abilities and training of simulated minimally 
invasive surgery tasks (Master’s Thesis). Retrieved December 13, 2016, from 
http://essay.utwente.nl/63337/ 
Sitzmann, T., Bell, B. S., Kraiger, K., & Kanar, A. M. (2009). A multilevel analysis of the effect of 
prompting self-regulation in technology-delivered instruction. Personnel Psychology, 62(4), 
697–734. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2009.01155.x 
Slaughter, A. J. (2005). Cognitive ability, personality, and experience: evidence for differential 
impact on job performance factors. Texas A&M University. Retrieved from 
http://oaktrust.library.tamu.edu/handle/1969.1/2417 
Smith, A. N., Guttman, I., Proctor, J. M., & Sharp, L. H. (1961). Development of the Officer 
Qualification Test. Forms 7 and 8. 
Smith, E. M. (1996). The effects of individual differences, discovery learning, and metacognition on 
learning and adaptive transfer (Doctoral Thesis). Michigan State University, United States -- 
Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304255891/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/516 
Smith, K. M. (2014). The predictive validity of pre-admission measures on podiatric medical school 
performance. Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cehsedaddiss/204 
Smith, M. c. (1976). A comparison of the value of trainability assessments and other tests for 
predicting the practical performance of dental students. Applied Psychology, 25(2), 125–130. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1976.tb00864.x 
 1624 
Smith, M. C., & Downs, S. (1975). Trainability assessments for apprentice selection in shipbuilding. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 48(1), 39–43. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1975.tb00295.x 
Smith, M. R. (1999). An investigation of the determinants and consequences of individual differences 




Smithers, S., Catano, V. M., & Cunningham, D. P. (2004). What predicts performance in Canadian 
dental schools? Journal of Dental Education, 68(6), 598–613. 
Smithers, S. L. (2001). Predicting success in a dental training program (Master’s Thesis). Saint 
Mary’s University (Canada), Canada. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304776391/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/231 
Smrtnik-Vitulić, H., & Prosen, S. (2012). Personality and cognitive abilities as predictors of 
university students’ academic achievement. Društvena Istraživanja - Časopis Za Opća 
Društvena Pitanja, (3), 715–732. 
Snidecor, J. C., & Henry, J. S. (1953). An exploratory study of factors related to learning the 
international phonetic alphabet. Western Speech, 17(2), 95–98. 
Snow, R. E., Chastain, R. L., & Jackson, I. I. I. (1992). Individual differences in adaptive processing 
in complex learning and cognitive performance. CA: Stanford University School of Education. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA248586 
 1625 
Snyder, W. L., & Bergazzi, W. A. (1983). Enlistment standards for two Navy ratings: Boiler 
Technicians (BT) and Machinist Mates (MM). Monterey, CA: Naval Postgraduate School. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA133012 
Some predictive implications of premedical scientific compet... : Academic Medicine. (n.d.). 
Retrieved December 13, 2016, from 
http://journals.lww.com/academicmedicine/Fulltext/1978/04000/Some_predictive_implications_
of_premedical.1.aspx 
Sommer, M., Herle, M., Häusler, J., Risser, R., Schützhofer, B., & Chaloupka, C. (2008). Cognitive 
and personality determinants of fitness to drive. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic 
Psychology and Behaviour, 11(5), 362–375. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2008.03.001 
Songy, D. G. (2007). Predicting success in academic achievement of major seminarians in Papua New 
Guinea: A comparison of cognitive test results and grade point averages. Contemporary PNG 
Studies, 7, 59. 
Sörqvist, P., Hurtig, A., Ljung, R., & Rönnberg, J. (2014). High second-language proficiency protects 
against the effects of reverberation on listening comprehension. Scandinavian Journal of 
Psychology, 55(2), 91–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12115 
Spain, S. M. (2010). Multivariate dynamic criteria: A process model of job performance (Doctoral 
Thesis). University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/863624752/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/274 
Spangler, M. E. (1989). A regression model for predicting academic success of prospective students 
in the AFIT graduate logistics management program. 
 1626 
Sparks, C. P. (1951). Limitations of the Bernreuter Personality Inventory in selection of supervisors. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 35(6), 403. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0063519 
Sparks, R. L., & Ganschow, L. (2007). Is the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale measuring 
anxiety or language skills? Foreign Language Annals, 40(2), 260–287. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.2007.tb03201.x 
Sparks, R. L., Ganschow, L., & Patton, J. (1995). Prediction of performance in first-year foreign 
language courses: Connections between native and foreign language learning. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 87(4), 638. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.87.4.638 
Sparks, R. L., Ganschow, L., Patton, J., Artzer, M., Siebenhar, D., & Plageman, M. (1997). Prediction 
of foreign language proficiency. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(3), 549. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.89.3.549 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., & Humbach, N. (2009). Long-term relationships among early 
first language skills, second language aptitude, second language affect, and later second language 
proficiency. Applied Psycholinguistics, 30(4), 725–755. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716409990099 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., & Humbach, N. (2012a). Do L1 reading achievement and L1 
print exposure contribute to the prediction of L2 proficiency? Language Learning, 62(2), 473–
505. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2012.00694.x 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., & Humbach, N. (2012b). Relationships among L1 print 
exposure and early L1 literacy skills, L2 aptitude, and L2 proficiency. Reading and Writing, 
25(7), 1599–1634. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-011-9335-6 
 1627 
Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., Humbach, N., & Javorsky, J. (2008). Early first-language 
reading and spelling skills predict later second-language reading and spelling skills. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 100(1), 162. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.1.162 
Sparks, R., Patton, J., Ganschow, L., & Humbach, N. (2009). Long-term crosslinguistic transfer of 
skills from L1 to L2. Language Learning, 59(1), 203–243. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9922.2009.00504.x 
Spinath, B., Harald Freudenthaler, H., & Neubauer, A. C. (2010). Domain-specific school 
achievement in boys and girls as predicted by intelligence, personality and motivation. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 48(4), 481–486. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.11.028 
Spinner, B. (1991). Predicting success in primary flying school from the Canadian Automated Pilot 
Selection System: Derivation and cross-validation. The International Journal of Aviation 
Psychology, 1(2), 163–180. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327108ijap0102_6 
Spitzer, M. E., & McNAMARA, W. J. (1964). A managerial selection study. Personnel Psychology, 
17(1), 19–40. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1964.tb00048.x 
Spratley, M. H. (1992). Regression analysis of dexterity tests and dental students’ practical 
examination results. Australian Dental Journal, 37(6), 461–466. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1834-
7819.1992.tb05902.x 
Sprunger, J. A. (1961). The ability of the individual to contribute to his group. Personnel Psychology, 
14(3), 317–330. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1961.tb01238.x 
Stacey, D. G., & Whittaker, J. M. (2005). Predicting academic performance and clinical competency 
for international dental students: Seeking the most efficient and effective measures. Journal of 
Dental Education, 69(2), 270–280. 
 1628 
Stallings, W. M. (1969). The predictive validity of the Torrance Figural Test (Form B) of Creative 
Thinking in the College of Fine and Applied Arts. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED060057 
Standardization of the GATB for the occupation of tabulating machine operator. (1954). Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 38(5), 297–298. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0063442 
Stanhope, D. S., & Surface, E. A. (2014). Examining the incremental validity and relative importance 
of specific cognitive abilities in a training context. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 13(3), 146–
156. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000116 
Stauffer, J., & Ree, M. J. (1996). Predicting with logistic or linear regression: Will it make a 
difference in who is selected for pilot training? International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 
6(3), 233. 
Stefanidis, D., Korndorffer Jr, J. R., Black, F. W., Dunne, J. B., Sierra, R., Touchard, C. L., … Scott, 
D. J. (2006). Psychomotor testing predicts rate of skill acquisition for proficiency-based 
laparoscopic skills training. Surgery, 140(2), 252–262. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2006.04.002 
Steinborn, M. B., Flehmig, H. C., Westhoff, K., & Langner, R. (2008). Predicting school achievement 
from self-paced continuous performance: examining the contributions of response speed, 
accuracy, and response speed variability. Psychology Science, 50(4), 613. 
Stelten, V., & Aletta, M. (2008). The empirical validity of an assessment battery for apprentice 
electrician students (Thesis). North-West University. Retrieved from 
https://repository.nwu.ac.za:443/handle/10394/1896 
Stephens, M. B., & Reamy, B. V. (2009). Do MCAT verbal and MCAT writing scores correlate with 
performance on a third-year OSCE? Family Medicine, 41(9), 616–617. 
 1629 
Sternberg, R. J., & Williams, W. M. (1997). Does the Graduate Record Examination predict 
meaningful success in the graduate training of psychology? A case study. American 
Psychologist, 52(6), 630–641. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.6.630 
Stevens, C. K., Bavetta, A. G., & Gist, M. E. (1993). Gender differences in the acquisition of salary 
negotiation skills: The role of goals, self-efficacy, and perceived control. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 78(5), 723–735. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.78.5.723 
Stevens, M. J. (1993). Staffing work teams: Testing for individual-level knowledge, skill, and ability 




Stevens, M. J., & Campion, M. A. (1999). Staffing work teams: Development and validation of a 
selection test for teamwork settings. Journal of Management, 25(2), 207–228. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(99)80010-5 
Stewart, S. M., Lam, T. H., Betson, C. L., Wong, C. M., & Wong, A. M. P. (1999). A prospective 
analysis of stress and academic performance in the first two years of medical school. Medical 
education. 
Stoker, P., Hunter, D. R., Batchelor, C. L., & Curran, L. T. (1987). Air traffic controller trainee 
selection. (No. AFHRL-TP-87-19). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Lab. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA187497 
Stokes, C. K. (2008). Adaptive performance: An examination of convergent and predictive validity 




Stokes, G. S., Toth, C. S., Searcy, C. A., Stroupe, J. P., & Carter, G. W. (1999). Construct/rational 
biodata dimensions to predict salesperson performance: Report on the U.S. Department of Labor 
sales study. Human Resource Management Review, 9(2), 185–218. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(99)00018-2 
Stoloff, P. (1983). Officer selection study (No. CNR-53). Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analyses. 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA132952 
Stricker LJ. (2005). The biographical inventory in naval aviation selection: Inside the black box. 
Military Psychology (Taylor & Francis Ltd), 17(1), 55–67. 
Stringer, N., Chan, M., Bimpeh, Y., & Chan, P. (2016). Preadmission schooling context helps to 
predict examination performance throughout medical school. Advances in Health Sciences 
Education, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-016-9714-5 
Sulistyawati, K., Wickens, C. D., & Chui, Y. P. (2011). Prediction in situation awareness: confidence 
bias and underlying cognitive abilities. International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 21(2), 
153–174. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508414.2011.556492 
Sun, H., Culley, D. J., Lien, C. A., Kitchener, D. L., Harman, A. E., & Warner, D. O. (2015). 
Predictors of performance on the Maintenance of Certification in Anesthesiology Program® 
(MOCA®) examination. Journal of Clinical Anesthesia, 27(1), 1–6. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinane.2014.08.007 
Surface, E. A., & Harman, R. P. (2012). Trainee characteristics and achievement during special 
operations forces initial acquisition foreign language training (No. 2012010610). Raleigh, NC.: 
SWA Consulting Inc. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA585180 
 1631 
Surgent, L. V. (1947). The use of aptitude tests in the selection of radio tube mounters. Psychological 
Monographs, 61(2), i. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093559 
Suşec‐Michieli, M., & Kalişnik, M. (1983). Evaluation of the admission procedure and academic 
performance on the Medical Faculty in Ljubljana, Yugoslavia. Medical Education, 17(4), 222–
228. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1983.tb01453.x 
Suzuki, Y., & Dekeyser, R. (2017). Exploratory research on second language practice distribution: An 
aptitude × treatment interaction. Applied Psycholinguistics, 38(1), 27–56. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716416000084 
SWA Consulting Inc. (2011). Evaluating predictors of foreign language learning (No. 2011010631). 
Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA585074 
Swanson, E. O., & Berdie, R. F. (1961). Predictive validities in an institute of technology. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 21(4), 1001–1008. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446102100428 
Swanson, L. (1978). Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery Forms 6 and 7: Validation against 
school performance. (No. NPRDC-TR-78-24). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and 
Development Center. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA056700 
Swanson, L. (1979). Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery, Forms 6 and 7: Validation against 
school performance in Navy enlisted schools (July 1976 - February 1978). (No. NPRDC-TR-80-
1). San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA077158 
Sweeney, M. M. (1998). The role of individual differences in accident involvement. Proceedings of 
the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 42(11), 801–805. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/154193129804201107 
 1632 
Sweetland, A. (1962). Factors in selecting and training programmers. 





Systems Analyst Business Electronic Data Processing (profess. & kin.) 0-69.985--Technical Report 
on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test Battery. (1964). Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED066477 
Szajna, B. (1994). An investigation of the predictive validity of computer anxiety and computer 
aptitude. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 54(4), 926–934. 
Taggar, S., University, M., Business, M. G. D. S. of, & Centre, I. R. (1997). Intelligence, personality, 
creativity and behaviour: the antecedents of superior team performance. Retrieved from 
http://macsphere.mcmaster.ca/handle/11375/5397 




Tang, C. G., Hilsinger, R. L., Cruz, R. M., Schloegel, L. J., Byl, F. M., & Rasgon, B. M. (2014). 
Manual dexterity aptitude testing: A soap carving study. JAMA Otolaryngology–Head & Neck 
Surgery, 140(3), 243–249. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoto.2013.6456 
 1633 
Tanilon, J., Vedder, P., Segers, M., & Tillema, H. (2011). Incremental validity of a performance-
based test over and above conventional academic predictors. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 21(2), 223–226. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.12.005 
Taylor, B. (1990). An approach to optimising the selection of technical staff. Asia Pacific Journal of 
Human Resources, 28(4), 19–29. https://doi.org/10.1177/103841119002800402 
Taylor, J. L., O’Hara, R., Mumenthaler, M. S., Rosen, A. C., & Yesavage, J. A. (2005). Cognitive 
ability, expertise, and age differences in following air-traffic control instructions. Psychology 
and Aging, 20(1), 117–133. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.20.1.117 
Taylor, S. N. (2007). A conceptual framework and empirical test of leader attunement: Toward a 
theory of leader self -awareness (Doctoral Thesis). Case Western Reserve University, United 
States -- Ohio. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304882010/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/489 
Teachout, M. S., Ree, M. J., Barto, E. L., Carretta, T. R., King, R. E., & Michaels, C. F. (2013). 
Consistency of pilot trainee cognitive ability, personality, and training performance in 
undergraduate pilot training. San Antonio, TX: University of the Incarnate Word. Retrieved 
from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA586197 
Te Nijenhuis, J., & Van Der Flier, H. (2000). Differential prediction of immigrant versus majority 
group training performance using cognitive ability and personality measures. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 8(2), 54–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00133 
Terborg, J. R. (1977). Validation and extension of an individual differences model of work 
performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 18(1), 188–216. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(77)90028-9 
 1634 
Terborg, J. R., Richardson, P., & Pritchard, R. D. (1980). Person-situation effects in the prediction of 
performance: An investigation of ability, self-esteem, and reward contingencies. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 65(5), 574–583. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.65.5.574 
Tesema, M. T. (2014, August 29). The validity of University Entrance Examination and High school 
Grade point average for predictiong first year university students’ academic performance 
(Master’s Thesis). Retrieved December 14, 2016, from http://essay.utwente.nl/66652/ 
Tesvich, L. K. (1995). A construct validation study of a police entrance examination (Doctoral 
Thesis). Tulane University, United States -- Louisiana. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304243542/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/131 
Tews, M. J., Michel, J. W., & Lyons, B. D. (2013). Beyond personality: The impact of GMA on 
performance for entry‐level service employees. Journal of Service Management. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231011050797 
Tews, M. J., & Tracey, J. B. (2008). An empirical examination of posttraining on-the-job supplements 
for enhancing the effectiveness of interpersonal skills training. Personnel Psychology, 61(2), 
375–401. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00117.x 
Thain, J. W. (1981). Shortening of Defense Language Aptitude Battery. Washington, DC: Defense 
Language Inst. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADP001383 
The Development of Discriminators for Predicting Success in Armor Crew Positions. (n.d.). Retrieved 





The Unique Contribution of Selected Personality Tests to the Prediction of Success in Naval Pilot 




The Utility of Pre-Residency Standardized Tests for Anesthes... : Anesthesia & Analgesia. (n.d.). 
Retrieved March 5, 2017, from http://journals.lww.com/anesthesia-
analgesia/Fulltext/2011/01000/The_Utility_of_Pre_Residency_Standardized_Tests.32.aspx 
The Validity Information Exchange. (1954). Personnel Psychology, 7(3), 401–428. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1954.tb01609.x 
The Validity Information Exchange. (1960). Personnel Psychology, 13(4), 441–456. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1960.tb02102.x 
Theivananthampillai, K. T., & Baba, T. L. (1984). Student variables in second language learning. 
RELC Journal, 15(1), 50–63. https://doi.org/10.1177/003368828401500103 
Theron, C., & Meiring, D. (2006). A psychometric investigation into the cross validation of an 
adaptation of the Ghiselli Predictability Index in personnel selection. SA Journal of Industrial 
Psychology, 32(4). https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v32i4.240 
Theron, C., Twigge, L., Steel, H., & Meiring, D. (2005). A psychometric investigation into the use of 
an adaptation of the Ghiselli Predictability Index in personnel selection. Retrieved from 
http://scholar.sun.ac.za/handle/10019.1/19508 
Theus, S. (2014). Factors influencing U.S. Army personnel meeting body mass index standards 




Thogmartin, C. (1974). Age, musical talent, and certain psycholinguistic abilities in relation to 
achievement in a FLES course in Chinese. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED129105 
Thomas, J. C., Barrett, G. V., & Alexander, R. A. (1996). The relationship of specific mental ability 
measures compared to a general mental ability measure to quality and quantity performance on a 
clerical job sample. Journal of Business and Psychology, 11(1), 35–41. 
Thomas, J. L. (1999). Personality and motivational predictors of military leadership assessment in 
the United States Army Reserve Officer Training Corps (Doctoral Thesis). Wayne State 
University, United States -- Michigan. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304534205/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/303 
Thomas, L. L. (2010). An examination of the dynamic validities of cognitive ability and personality 
measures with performance (Doctoral Thesis). University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 
United States -- Illinois. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/868856543/abstract/57663F4
BB61846BAPQ/53 
Thomas, P. J. (1972). An investigation of possible test bias in the navy basic test battery. 
Thompson, R. J., Payne, S. C., Horner, M. T., & Morey, L. C. (2012). Why borderline personality 
features adversely affect job performance: The role of task strategies. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 52(1), 32–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.08.026 
 1637 
Thomson, P. (1987). Selection for the Trades. Nelson Wadsworth, P.O. Box 4725, Melbourne, 
Victoria, 3001, Australia. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Aptitude&ff1=subTest+Validity&pg=52&id=ED286060 
Thumin, F. J. (1993). Predictor validity as related to criterion relevance, restriction of range, and 
ethnicity. The Journal of Psychology, 127(5), 553–563. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1993.9914893 
Thurstone, L. L. (1919). A standardized test for office clerks. Journal of Applied Psychology, 3(3), 
248. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0073336 
Tichon, M. A. (2005). Personnel selection in the transportation sector: An investigation of 
personality traits in relation to the job performance of delivery drivers (Doctoral Dissertation). 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville. Retrieved from http://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss/2324 
Tiffin, J., & J, R. (1939). Employee selection tests for electrical fixture assemblers and radio 
assemblers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 23(2), 240–263. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060696 
Tift, H. E. (1984). The prediction of academic performance in a doctoral counseling program. 
Atlanta University Center. Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.auctr.edu/dissertations/1771 
Tirre, W. C. (1998). Crew selection for uninhabited air vehicles: Preliminary investigation of the air 
vehicle operator (AVO). Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual 
Meeting, 42(1), 118–122. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193129804200127 
Tirre, W. C., & Gugerty, L. J. (1999). A cognitive correlates analysis of situation awareness (No. 
AFRL-HE-AZ-TR-1998-0086). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Research Lab. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA459961 
Titus, H. E. (1969). Prediction of supervisory success by use of standard psychological tests. Journal 
of Psychology; Provincetown, Mass., Etc., 72(1), 35–40. 
 1638 
Tolbirt, M. E. (1992). Relationship between honesty, ability, and personality tests and job 




Toole, D. L., Gavin, J. F., Murdy, L. B., & Sells, S. B. (1972). The differential validity of personality, 
personal history, and aptitude data for minority and nonminority employees. Personnel 
Psychology, 25(4), 661-673.  
Topetzes, N. J. (1957). A program for the selection of trainees in physical medicine. The Journal of 
Experimental Education, 25(4), 263–322. 
Torkel, S. J. (1991). The differential prediction of performance and proficiency (Doctoral Thesis). 
New York University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/303989483/abstract/963DA0
5DD1F944FBPQ/772 
Touron, J. (1987). High school ranks and admission tests as predictors of first year medical students’ 
performance. Higher Education, 16(3), 257–266. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00148969 
Tracey, J. B., Sturman, M. C., Shao, L., & Tews, M. J. (2010). The role of personality and General 
Mental Ability in predicting performance for new and experienced employees. Retrieved from 
https://works.bepress.com/bruce_tracey/10/ 
Tracey, J. B., Sturman, M. C., & Tews, M. J. (2007). Ability versus Personality Factors that Predict 
Employee Job Performance. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 48(3), 
313–322. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010880407302048 
 1639 
Trankell, A. (1959). The psychologist as an instrument of prediction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
43(3), 170. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047952 
Transki, B. T. (1988). The Graduate Record Examination (GRE) as a Predictor of Success at the 
Naval Postgraduate School (Master’s Thesis). 





Trimpe, D. L. (2015). Critical thinking and self-directed learning as predictors of sales performance 
for sales professionals in the home building industry (Doctoral Thesis). Capella University, 
United States -- Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1667091398/abstract/FBBF4
936DD484E7FPQ/132 
Trippe, D. M., Moriarty, K. O., Russell, T. L., Carretta, T. R., & Beatty, A. S. (2014). Development of 
a cyber/information technology knowledge test for military enlisted technical training 
qualification. Military Psychology, 26(3), 182. https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000042 
Trites, D. K. (1960). Adaptability measures as predictors of performance ratings. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 44(5), 349–353. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0042148 
Trites, D. K., & Sells, S. B. (1957). Combat performance: Measurement and prediction. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 41(2), 121. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040846 
Tsai, T.-H. (2014). Validating use of a critical thinking test for the Dental Admission Test. Journal of 
Dental Education, 78(4), 552–557. 
 1640 
Tukiainen, M., & Mönkkönen, E. (2002). Programming aptitude testing as a prediction of learning to 
program. In Proceedings of PPIG (pp. 45–57). 
Turnage, J. J., & Muchinsky, P. M. (1984). A comparison of the predictive validity of assessment 
center evaluations versus traditional measures in forecasting supervisory job performance: 
Interpretive implications of criterion distortion for the assessment paradigm. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 69(4), 595–602. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.4.595 
Turner, C. J., & Others, A. (1966). Differential identification of successful technical students in junior 
college. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED010501 
Tuttle, W. W. (1923). The determination of ability for learning typewriting. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 14(3), 177. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0070175 
Tziner, A. (1984). Prediction of peer rating in a military assessment center. Canadian Journal of 
Administrative Sciences / Revue Canadienne Des Sciences de l’Administration, 1(1), 146–160. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1936-4490.1984.tb00727.x 
Tziner, A., & Dolan, S. (1982a). Evaluation of a traditional selection system in predicting success of 
females in officer training. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 55(4), 269–275. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1982.tb00100.x 
Tziner, A., & Dolan, S. (1982b). Validity of an assessment center for identifying future female 
officers in the military. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67(6), 728–736. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.6.728 
Tziner, A., & Dolan, S. (1985). Identifying female officer potential: An exploration in predictors’ 
payoff. Relations Industrielles / Industrial Relations, 40(1), 87–98. 
Tziner, A., Meir, E. I., Dahan, M., & Birati, A. (1994). An investigation of the predictive validity and 
economic utility of the assessment center for the high-management level. Canadian Journal of 
 1641 
Behavioural Science / Revue Canadienne Des Sciences Du Comportement, 26(2), 228. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0008-400X.26.2.228 
Ugaz, A. (2011). The relationship between personality, cognitive ability, and performance, in an 




Uhl, N. P., & Pratt, L. K. (1979). Procedures for facilitating the admission of Blacks to law school 
CLEO Symposium: Admissions. Howard Law Journal, 22, 473–482. 
U. S. Employment Service. (1950). Technical Report on Standardization of the GATB and 
Development of Aptitude Test Battery for Bookkeeping-Machine Operator I 1-02.01. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED059285). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1951). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Bomb-Fuse Parts Assembler (Ammunition) 6-54.052 . Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED059300). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1951). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Casing Tier 529.887-020; Sausage Packer; Skin Peeler 525.884-050; Sliced-Bacon 
Packer II; Packer 920.887-114. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060075). 
 1642 
U. S. Employment Service. (1952). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Manager, Theater 0-98.54. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060067). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1952). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Packer, Tea Bag 9-68.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059305). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1952). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Turret Lathe Operator 604.782; Drill Press Operator 606.782; Punch Press Operator I 
615.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED060072). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1952). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Turret-Lathe Operator 4-78.021. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060073). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1952). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Laborer, Poultry 8-09.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059302). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1952). Technical Report on the Standardization of the General Aptitude 
Test Battery for Sewer, Hand II 6-25.050; Dry Cleaner, Hand 7-57.101; Presser, Machine 7-
57.511; Wool Presser 7-57.511; Shirt Presser 7-57.512; Garment Examiner 7-57.562 . 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED059301). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1953). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Boarder II 6-14.171; Boarding-Machine Operator 6-14.173 . Washington, DC: U.S. 
 1643 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED060081). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1953). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for File Clerk II 1-17.02. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060078). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1953). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Forming-Press Operator 6-88.627. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060084). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1953). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for General Practitioner 070.103. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060079). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1953). Technical Report on Standardization on the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Table Worker 8-53.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059304). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Carding Machine Operator 8-27.77. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060089). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Dental Hygienist 078-368 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060093). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Dentist 072.108. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060088). 
 1644 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Dressmaker 4-25.030. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060098). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electric Motor Assembler 6-99.166. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059298). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fireworks Assembler (Fireworks) 737.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060091). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Furniture Upholsterer 780.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060096). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Pairer (hosiery) 6-14.341. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060099). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Stock Clerk II 1-38.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059282). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Tabulating Machine Operator 213.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060082). 
 1645 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Veterinarian 0-34.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060097). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Wrapper-Layer and Examiner, Soft Work 6-12.341; Wrapper Layer 6-12.351. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED059297). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. Final Report for Dietitian 0-39.93. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060094). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. Final Report for Spinner, Ring Frame 682.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060092). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. Final Report for Teacher, Nursery School 359.878 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060087). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Laborer 8-53.01; Filling-Machine Operator II 7-68.015; Labeler, Hand 9-68.20; 
Laborer, Container Capping 9-68.10; Packer II 9-68.30; Stamper II 9-68.20. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED059283). 
 1646 
U. S. Employment Service. (1954). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Light-Bulb Assembler 7-00.070. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060095). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler, Dry Cell Battery 9-00.91 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060105). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Decorator, Hand 7-16.900. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059296). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fettler 8-66.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059299). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Folder (garment) III 6-27.988. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060102). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Material Coordinator 221.168. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060103). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Mender (textile) 782.884; Burler (textile) 689.684. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED060114). 
 1647 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Stocking Inspector I 6-14.235. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060104). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Stripper, Hand (tobacco) 3-12.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060101). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. Final Report for Artificial-Breeding Technician II 467.364 . Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED060109). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1955). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. Final Report for Stillman 542.280. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060107). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler, Electrical Accessories II 7-00.904 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060120). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Bagger II 9-68.01; Bag Sealer 9-68.30; Packer II 9-68.30; Weigher II 9-68.01. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED061293). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Calculating-Machine Operator 216.488; Computer Operator 1-25.13 . Washington, 
 1648 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED060129). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Clothes Designer (profess. & kin.) 142.081. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060127). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Director, Funeral 0-65.20; Embalmer 0-65.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061291). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Multiple-Photographic-Printer Operator 976.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060125). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Nut Sorter I 8-10.25. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061301). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Peeling-and-Coring-Machine Operator 529.886. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061290). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Scrapper (paper goods) 794.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060122). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Spot-Welder Feeder (Welding) 819.886. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060128). 
 1649 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Take-Off Man (Paper Goods) 8-42.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060123). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1956). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Tomato Peeler (can. & preserv.) 529.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060116). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler, Automobile 806.887 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061306). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Candy-Wrapping-Machine Operator (Confection) 920.885-034 . Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061304). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cementer 8-57.51. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061292). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Clicking-Machine Operator (boot & show; leather prod.) 6-62.055. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061328). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Coil Assembler 6-94.515; Unit Assembler 8-93.41; Unit Assembler 8-94.51. 
 1650 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED061307). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cold Mill Operator 4-88.018; Hot Mill Operator 4-88.018; Payoff Operator 6-94.821; 
Rewind Operator 6-94.822; Slitting-Machine Operator II 6-94.205 . Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061303). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Copy Holder (clerical) 209.588; Proofreader (print. & pub.) 209.688. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED061313). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Crusher Inspector (Iron and Steel) 631.381; Mill-End Inspector (Iron and Steel) 
619.381; Mill Inspector (Iron and Steel) 619.381; Pipe and Coupling Sizer (Iron and Steel) 
619.381; Pipe Walker (Iron and Steel) 619.381; Thread Inspector (Iron and Steel) 619.687. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED061302). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Employment Clerk 205.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061310). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Pantographer 979.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061314). 
 1651 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Paster (brick and tile) 773.884; Tile Placer (brick and tile) 573.687; Tile Sorter (brick 
and tile) 573.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061317). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1957). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Power-Plant Operator (any ind.) I 952.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061311). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cereal Packer (cereal) 920.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061332). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Corn-Cutting-Machine Operator (can. & preserv.) 529.886; Corn-Husking-Machine 
Operator (can. preserv.) 529.886; Cutter, Machine (can. & preserv.) 529.886. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061326). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Egg Candler (any ind.) 7-76.110. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061323). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Firesetter (elec. equip; electronics) 692.380. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061337). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fruit Sorter (agric.; can. & preserv.; whole tr.) 9-68.60; Cherry Sorter 9-68.60; Olive 
 1652 
Sorter 9-68.60; Packer (agric.) 9-68.35; Apple Packer 9-68.35; Cherry Packer 9-68.35; Citrus-
Fruit Packer 9-68.35; Plum Packer 9-68.35. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061321). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Grid Operator 6-98.251. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061322). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Patternmaker, Metal (found.) 5-17.010; Patternmaker, Wood (found.) 5-17.020. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED061336). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Power Lawn Mower Assembler (agric. equip.) 6-94.352. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062405). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Presser, Hand (any ind.) 7-57.501; Silk Finisher, Hand (clean. dye & press) 7-57.501. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED061341). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Seamless-Hosiery Knitter (hosiery) 684.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061334). 
 1653 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Solderer I (any ind.) 6-95.001. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062406). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Transfer Knitter (hosiery) 6-14.063. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061330). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Water Filterer (waterworks) 7-54.621. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061342). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Waxed-Bag-Machine Operator (paper goods) 649.885. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061340). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Woodworking Machine Operator, General (woodworking) 6-33.910. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED062408). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Hosiery Looper (hosiery) 689.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061324). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Jewelry Assembler 6-72.333; Ring Maker III 700.884. Washington, DC: U.S. 
 1654 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062407). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1958). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Luggage-Hardware Assembler (hardware) 6-93.404. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061339). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Caser (clock & watch) 6-72.105; Dialer (clock & watch) 6-72.198; Final Inspector, 
Movement Assembly (clock & watch) 6-72.326; Hands Assembler (clock & watch) 6-72.197; 
Inspector, Casing (clock & watch) 6-72.221; Liner and Gasket Inserter (clock & watch) 8-72.10; 
Lint Remover (clock & watch 8-72.10; Sweep-Spring Attacher (clock & watch) 8-72.10; 
(Finishing Department). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062413). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cementer, Hand (boot and shoe) II 6-61.311. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062411). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Die-Casting-Machine Operator (nonfer. metal alloys & prod.) II 6-82.916. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED062430). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fancy Stitcher (boot and shoe) 690.782; Top Stitcher (boot and shoe) 690.782; Vamp 
 1655 
Stitcher (boot and shoe) 690.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062423). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Goggle Glass Cutter (optical goods) 713.884; Lens Cutter (optical goods) 713.884. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED062412). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Mail Sorter (gov. ser.) 1-27.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062426). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Medical Technologist (medical ser.) 0-50.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062420). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Merchandise Packer (any ind.) 9-68.30. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062429). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Presser, Machine (any ind.; laund.) 7-57.511. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062410). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Radio Receiver Assembler (Electronics) 6-98.010. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062419). 
 1656 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Loom Fixer (textile) 4-16.010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062417). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1959). Technical Report on the Standardization of the General Aptitude 
Test Battery. Final Report for Manager, Industrial Organization 0-97.41. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062422). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1960). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Chemist, Assistant(profess. and kin.) 0-50.22. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059286). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1960). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Coil Assembler (elec. equip.; electronics) I 6-99.161. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062432). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1960). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Countergirl 2-27.13; Counterman, Lunchroom or Coffee Shop (hotel and rest.) 2-
27.13. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED062428). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1960). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electronics-Unit Assembler (electronics) 6-98.014. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062436). 
 1657 
U. S. Employment Service. (1960). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Parts Storekeeper (whole. tr.) 1-75.24. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062431). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1960). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Seamer 6-27.513. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060117). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1961). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Bookkeeper (clerical) II 1-01.02. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062446). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1961). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Case Coverer (jewelry cases; leather prod.) 6-62.401; Liner (jewelry cases; leather 
prod.) 6-62.402. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED062437). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1961). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Case Worker (profess. & kin.) 0-27.20. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062438). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1961). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Folding-Machine Operator (print. & pub.) 4-49.051. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062435). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1961). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Press Operator (glass mfg.) 4-65.415. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062433). 
 1658 
U. S. Employment Service. (1961). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Waitress (hotel & rest.) 2-27.12. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062442). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Audit Clerk 1-01.32. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063385). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Autoclave Operator (chem.) 4-52.711. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065574). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Automobile-Service-Station Attendant 7-60.500. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063384). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Candy Packer (confection) 8-05.21. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062448). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Carpet Layer (ret. tr.) 7-59.220; Linoleum Layer (const.; ret. tr.) 5-32.732. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED062447). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Claim Adjuster (insurance) 1-57.40. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072069). 
 1659 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Director, School Lunch Program 0-71.32. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063390). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Garment Looper (knit goods) 6-14.410. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072065). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Gas Serviceman 5-83.947. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063394). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Glass Products Inspector 8-65.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062441). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Metal-Chair Assembler (furn.) II 6-36.275. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063380). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Occupational Analyst (profess. & kin.) 0-39.85. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063391). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Packer (Glass Mfg.) 8-65.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072063). 
 1660 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Painter-Decorator (const.) 5-27.010 and 5-28.100. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063389). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Routeman, Bakery Products (ret. tr.; whole tr.) 1-80.06. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED063383). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Routeman, Retail Dairy Products (dairy prod.) 1-80.06. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED063381). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Routeman, Wholesale Dairy Products (dairy prod.) 1-80.06. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED063382). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Salesman, Real Estate (real estate) 1-63.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065573). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Service Engineer (Mach. Tools & Access.) 5-83.988. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED062445). 
 1661 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Telephone Deputy (bus. ser.) 1-18.44. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063392). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Ticket Agent (air trans.) 1-44.12. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063386). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Venetian Blind Assembler 6-39.551. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072068). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Weighing Station Operator (gov. ser.) 0-95.906. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072067). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Welder, Inert Gas 4-85.025. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063393). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Wire Drawer 4-88.511. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063400). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Intercom Serviceman (any Ind.) 5-83.418. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072066). 
 1662 
U. S. Employment Service. (1962). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Key-Punch Operator (clerical) 1-25.62. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062443). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Standardization of the General Aptitude Test Battery for 
Braiding-Machine Operator (cot. small wares; textiles) 6-19.986. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED063402). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Nurse, General Duty (medical ser.) 075.378. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065617). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Air Traffic Control Specialist (air trans.) 0-61.60. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065580). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler (laund.) 9-57.21; Flatwork Catcher (laund.) 9-57.21; Flatwork Feeder 
(laund.) 9-57.21; Flatwork Folder (laund.) 9-57.21; Laundry Collector (laund.) 9-57.21. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED065606). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler II (rubber goods) 753.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063411). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler, Communications Equipment (electronics) 7-00.803. Washington, DC: 
 1663 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED065569). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Battery Loader (textile) 8-19.01. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065572). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Biologist (profess. & kin.) 041.081. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065629). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Charwoman (any ind.) 2-82.10; Maid, Ward (med. ser.) 2-24.12; Porter I (any ind.) 2-
86.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED065579). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Coil Opener and Down Ender Operator (iron & steel) 7-88.305; Conveyor Man (iron 
& steel) 7-88.300; Cooling Conveyor Operator (iron & steel) 7-88.241; Tester Conveyor 
Operator (iron & steel) 7-88.241; Thread Entry Conveyor Operator (iron & steel) 7-88.241; Yard 
Transfer Conveyor Operator (iron & steel) 7-88.241. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065571). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Coil Winder II (elec. equip.) 724.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063405). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cold Saw Operator (iron & steel) 6-88.651; Cold Sizing Mill Operator (iron & steel) 
 1664 
4-88.315; Decambering Mill Operator (iron & steel) 6-88.346; Flying Cut-Off Machine Operator 
(iron & steel) 6-88.655; Rotary Straightener Operator (iron & steel) 6-88.346; Straightener 
Machine Operator (iron & steel) 6-88.354; Tube Straightener Operator (iron & steel) 6-88.346; 
Welder (iron & steel) 4-88.343; Welder, Assistant (iron & steel) 4-88.344. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED065581). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Condenser Winder (electronics) 6-98.070; Stamper II (electronics) 9-68.20; Welder, 
Spot (electronics) 6-85.060. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063404). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Container Maker-Filler-Packer Operator (misc. food prep.) 7-68.920. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED065566). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Custodian, School (any ind.) 381.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065621). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Dispatcher, Petroleum Transport (clerical) 1-18.61. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED065575). 
 1665 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electric-Cord Assembler II (elec. equip.) 9-00.91. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065568). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Exterminator (any ind.) 389.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063416). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Extruder Operator (plastics mat.) 6-51.468. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063406). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Finisher, Hand (toys & games) 9-13.01; Gluer (toys & games) 9-13.01; Laborer (toys 
& games) 9-13.01; Plastic-Toy Assembler (toys & games) 7-13.012; Toy Assembler (toys & 
games) 7-13.012. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED065636). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fish and Game Warden (Gov. Ser.) 0-94.94. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065609). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fish Cutter (fish.) 3-89.04. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065610). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Food Service Worker II (hotel & rest.) 317.884; Food Service Worker (medical ser.) 
 1666 
2-29.16. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED065620). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Forester (profess. and Kin.) 0-35.07. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065567). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Machine Attendant (hardware) 619.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063417). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Machine Operator, Ceramics (pottery and porc.) 6-66.912. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED065607). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Manager, Retail Food (ret. tr.) 0-72.21. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063410). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Mathematician (profess. & kin.) 020.088-018. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063399). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Nurse Aide (med. ser.) 2-42.20. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065628). 
 1667 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Office-Machine Servicemen (any ind.) 5-83.111. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063418). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Oil-Burner-Installation-And-Serviceman (any ind.). Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED065619). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Onion Corer (can. & preserv.) 529.886. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065615). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Operating Room Technician (medical ser.) 0-50.015; Surgical Technician (medical 
ser.) 0-50.015. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED063415). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Ornamental-Iron Worker (const.) 4-84.020; Structural-Steel Worker (const.) 4-84-
010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED065626). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Plasterer (const.) 5-29.100. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065564). 
 1668 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Process Inspector (Ordnance) 736.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065623). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Processor, Solid Propellant (chem.) 6-52.773. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065625). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Resistor Winder (elec. equip.) 724.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063412). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Roofer, Composition (const.) 7-31.100. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065565). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Sales Clerk (ret. tr.) 1-70.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065624). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Salesman, Construction Machinery (whole tr.) 1-86.26. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED063396). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Salesperson, General (ret. tr.) 1-75.71. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065622). 
 1669 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Shrimp Picker (can. & Preserv.) 8-04.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065611). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Sociologist (profess. & kin.) 0-36.31. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065578). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Teller (banking) 212.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065583). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Trailer Assembler 7-02.335. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065634). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Ward Clerk (medical ser.) 219.388-286. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065563). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Injection-Molding-Machine Tender (fabric-plastics prod.) 556.885. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED063413). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Inspector-Packer (pottery and porc.) 6-66.913. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065582). 
 1670 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Instrument Assembler (any ind.) 7-09.610. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065577). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1963). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Ironworker, Shop (ship & boat bldg. & rep.; struct. & ornam. metal work) 4-84.610. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED063419). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Balling-Machine Operator (textile; tex. prod., n.e.c.) 6-19.110. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED065641). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Bundler, Laundry 9-68.30. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065638). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cake Finisher (bake. Prod.)6-02.97. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066458). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Classifier, Laundry 7-57.012. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065637). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Conveyor-Loader Plastic Toy Parts (toys and games) 9-13.01. Washington, DC: U.S. 
 1671 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066465). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Core Plane Wirer (electronics) 6-98.027. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066479). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Creditman (ret. tr.; whole tr.) 0-85.11. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066482). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Digital Computer Operator (clerical) 1-25.17. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065632). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electrical Technology - Technical Institutes Training 0-67. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066484). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electronc Resistance Spot Welder (electronics) 6-98.027. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066466). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Encoder (Banking) 1-25.911. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066471). 
 1672 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Finisher I (fabric. plastics prod.) 9-10.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065570). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fountain Salesgirl 2-27.61. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066473). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Gluing-Machine Operator 6-42.390. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066468). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Manager, Retail Automotive Service (ret. tr.) 0-72.12; Proprietor-Manager, Retail 
Automotive Service (ret. tr.). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066460). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Mechanical Technology-Technical Institute Training 0-48. and 0-67. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED066483). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Metallurgical Technology - Technical Institute Training 0-67. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066486). 
 1673 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Module Assembler (electronics) 6-98.027. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063414). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Mushroom Inspector (can. & preserv.) 9-68.60. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066464). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Psychiatric Technician 2-42.22. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066489). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Rotary-Driller Helper (petrol. production) 7-75.050. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066490). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Snipper Belt Sorter 8-04.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065640). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Stitcher, Machine (boot & shoe) 6-61.211. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065635). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Tea-Bag Operator (coffee, tea, and sp.) 7-68.910. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066463). 
 1674 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Typesetter-Perforator Operator (print. & pub.)1-37.41; Tape-Perforating-Machine 
Operator (print. & pub.). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066459). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Waitress (medical ser.) 2-27.89. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066467). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Industrial Chemistry Technology - Technical Institute Training 0-67. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED066487). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Industrial Technology - Technical Institute Training 0-68. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066485). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1964). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Insulating-Machine Operator (insulated wire) 7-00.210; Pairing-Machine Operator 
(insulated wire) 7-00.220. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066470). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Baser (elec. equip.) 7-00.070; Threader (electronics) 7-00.024 . Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED059303). 
 1675 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Electronics Foreman (electronics) 5-92.621 (726.134). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069649). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Inspector, Mechanical and Electrical (elec. equip.) 6-99.435. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069652). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Lemon Picker (agric.) 404.887-018. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072054). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Maintenance Man, Building (any ind.) 5-83.611. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072053). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Offset-Web-Press Man (print. & pub.), 4-48.033. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069650). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Experimental Assembler (any ind.) 6-78.642. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069777). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Glass Blower, Laboratory Apparatus (inst. & app.) 4-65.440. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED072048). 
 1676 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Precision Lens Grinder (optical goods) 5-08.071. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069778). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Surveyor (profess. & kin.) 0-64.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED070773). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Tube-Machine Operator (elec. equip.) 7-00.216. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069779). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1965). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery. for Loader (can. & preserv.) 8-04.10. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED070775). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery for Dental Assistant 
(medical ser.) 079.378. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063388). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery for Production-
Machine Operator (mach. shop) 609.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061338). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Asparagus Sorter (agric.; can. & preserv.; whole tr.) 529.687 (8-04.10). Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069769). 
 1677 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Automobile-Body Repairman (auto. ser.) 807.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066475). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Automobile-Service-Station Mechanic (auto. ser.) 620.381. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066509). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Chemical and Metallurgical Technology-Technical Institute Training 008.--- and 011. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED069773). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Cottage Parent (medical service) 355.878. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066516). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Dental-Laboratory Technician (medical ser.) 712.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065631). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Electric Toothbrush Assembler (elec. equip.) 723.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066512). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Flexographic Press Man (print. & pub.) I 651.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069766). 
 1678 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Garment Packer (any ind.) 9-68.30. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072061). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Hand Sewer, Shoes (boot and shoe) 788.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072049). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Inhalation Therapist (medical ser. ) 079.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066488). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Inspector and Machine Operator, Diode Subassemblies (electronics) 726.685. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED066515). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Machine Operator, Mass Mailing (clerical) 234.885 (1-25.411). Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069771). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Medical-Laboratory Assistant (medical ser.) 078.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066513). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Micro-Logic Assembler (electronics) 726.884-080. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066510). 
 1679 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Napkin Packager (paper goods) 920.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069767). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Offset-Duplicating-Machine Operator (clerical) 207.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072058). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Order Filler (any ind.) 922.887 (9-88.40). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062444). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Printer-Slotter Operator (paper goods) 651.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069764). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Psychiatric Aid (medical ser.) 2-42.22. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065633). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Reproduction Specialist (print. & pub.) 97. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066511). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Stacker (pottery & porc.) 774.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065614). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Trailer-Tank-Truck Driver (petrol. refin; ret. tr.; whole. tr.) 903.883; Tractor-Trailer-Truck 
 1680 
Driver (any ind.) 904.883. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061329). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Transportation Agent (air trans.) 912.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069774). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Welder, Arc (welding) 810.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063397). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Yarn Winder (any ind.) 6-19.117. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072060). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Batteries for Various Occupations in the Iron and Steel Industry. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED072056). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1966). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Printed-Napkin-Machine Operator (paper goods) 649.885. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED060112). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery for Mounter 
(electronics) I 726.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059287). 
 1681 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test 
Batteries for Painter Automobile (auto serv.) 845.781. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067417). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Accountant (profess. & kin.) 160.188; Auditor (profess. & kin.) 160.188 . Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061319). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Assembler, Medical and Surgical Supplies (inst. & app.) 719.885-014; Medical and Surgical 
Supplies Assembler (inst. & app.) 719.885-022. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072059). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Bench Carpenter (any ind.) 760.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066517). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Blown Plastic Container Machine Operator (fabric. plastic prod.) 556.885. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED067412). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Book-and-Game-Line Attendant (print. & pub.) 920.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067415). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Cannery Worker (can. & preserv.) 529.886; Cutter, Hand (can. & preserv.) 529.887 . 
 1682 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED061327). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Coin-Vending-Machine Collector (bus. ser.) 292.483. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067413). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Counselor, Camp (profess. & kin.) 159.228. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063395). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Electronics Assembler (electronics) 726.781. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066472). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Envelope-Machine Set-Up Man (paper goods) 641.780. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067410). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Hospital-Admitting Clerk (medical ser.) 237.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067409). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Instrument Repairman (any ind.) 710.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066480). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Meat Cutter (ret. tr.; whole. tr.) 316.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072052). 
 1683 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Occupational Therapist (medical ser.) 079.128. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072055). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Pharmacist (profess. & kin.) 074.181. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060077). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Radiographer (any ind.) 199.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066519). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Radiologic Technologist (medical ser.) 078.368 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060119). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Teacher Aid, Elementary School (education) 099.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067414). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Weaver (asbestos prod.; textile) 683.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061320). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Test Battery for 
Assembler, Microwave Tube (electronics) 725.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067408). 
 1684 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Test Battery for 
Barber (per. ser.) 330.371. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065576). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development of USES Test Battery for 
Corrugator Operator (paper goods) 643.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067411). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on Development on USES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Vending-Machine Repairman (bus. ser.; coin mach.) 639.381. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED067418). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1967). Technical Report on USES Aptitude Test Battery for Log Scaler 
(logging; paper & pulp; sawmill) 941.488. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066518). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Assembler, Accessories (elec. equip.; electronics) 729.887. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED068545). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Cable Assembler (wirework) 709.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068539). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Capacitor Winder (elec. equip.) 726.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065627). 
 1685 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Carder (dental equip.) 712.887; Assembler (dental equip.) 712.887. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED068542). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Coding Clerk (clerical) 219.388. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068541). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Compression-Molding-Machine Tender (fabric. plastics prod.) 556.885. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED063403). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Department Head-Buyer (ret. tr.) 299.138. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068551). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Electro-Mechanical Assembly Curriculum 70XX; 72XX. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068557). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Farm Hand, Dairy (agric.) 1 411.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068547). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Inspector (dental equip.) 712.887; Inspector, Plastic (dental equip.) 712.687. Washington, 
 1686 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED068543). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Inspector, Assemblies and Installations (aircraft mfg.) 806.381. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED067419). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Manager, Restaurant or Coffee Shop (hotel & rest.) 187.168. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED068556). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Multi-Moulding Unit Operator (dental equip.) 712.884; Heater Operator (dental equip.) 
712.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED068549). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Occupational Therapy Aid (medical ser.) 079.368-026. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065618). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Pants Presser (any ind.) 363.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068540). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Physical Therapist (medical ser.) 079.378. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072050). 
 1687 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Polisher (jewelry) 700.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068555). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Printing Curricula 65XX; 97XX. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068552). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Programmer Engineering and Scientific (profess. & kin.) 020.188. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066478). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Programmer, Business (profess. & kin.). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066476). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Quality Control Worker (can. & preserv.) 529.387. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067422). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Radiation Monitor (profess. & kin.) 199.187. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068553). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Set-Up Man, Sheet Metal (any ind.) 616.380. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067421). 
 1688 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Spooler Operator, Automatic (textile) 689.886. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068558). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Telephone Ad Taker (print. & pub.) 249.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068548). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Traffic Device Maintainer (gov. ser.) 869.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068550). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USES Test Battery for 
Levers-Lace-Machine Operator (tex. prod., n. e. c.) 683.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED067420). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1968). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fishing-Rod Assembler (sports equip.) 732.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060118). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Cross-Validation of the General Aptitude Test Battery and 
Development of a Weighted Application Blank  for Computer Technology Trainee 828.XX. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED068546). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Photograph 
Finisher (Any Industry) I 976.886. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED057168). 
 1689 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Sewing 
Machine Operators, Selected 786.782 and 787.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059284). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Stenographer 
(clerical) 202.388; Typist (clerical) 203.588; Clerk-Typist (clerical) 209.388. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED059288). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Airplane Stewardess (air trans.) 352.878. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068564). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Automobile Mechanic (auto. ser.) 620.281; Foreign Car Mechanic (auto. ser.) 
620.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED060083). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Body Maker Feeder (tinware) 616.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069628). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Dietary Aid (hotel & rest.; medical ser.) 317.877-010. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED068567). 
 1690 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Engineer (water trans.) 197.130. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069633). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Food-Service Supervisor (hotel and rest.) 319.138-010. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069627). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Forester Aid (gov. ser.) 441.384. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069625). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Fourdrinier-Machine Tender (paper & pulp, wallboard) 539.782; Back Tender, Paper 
Machine (paper & pulp) 534.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068559). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Illustrator (profess. & kin.) 141.081. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068566). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Machinery Erector (engine & turbine; mach. mfg.) 638.281. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069632). 
 1691 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Model Maker (aircraft mfg.) I 693.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069635). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Molded-Goods Inspector-Trimmer (rubber goods) 759.687. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069630). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Packager, Machine (any ind.) 920.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068565). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Parking Enforcement Officer (gov. ser.) 375.588. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068568). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Part Programer, Numerical Control (mach. shop) 11 007.187. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED068562). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Photograph Finisher (any ind.) I 976.886. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069631). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Plaster Trimmer (dental equip.) 712.887; Inserter (dental equip.) 712.884. 
 1692 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED068561). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Production Mechanic, Tin Cans (tinware) 619.380. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069765). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Rewinder Operator (paper goods) 640.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068560). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Tricot-Knitting-Machine Operator (knit goods) 685.885. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069629). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Welder, Production Line (welding) 812.884-018. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069634). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1969). Technical Report on Development of USTES Test Battery for 
Librarian (library) 100.168. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066461). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Cable Maker 
(elec. equip.; electronics) 726.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062424). 
 1693 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Carpenter 
(const.) 860.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED059289). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Lineman, 
Repair (light, heat, & power) 821.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062418). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Linotype 
Operator (print & pub.) 650.582. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061333). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Packaging-
Machine Mechanic (drug. prep. & rel. prod.) 920.280. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062421). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Welder, 
Combination (welding) 812.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061331). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of the USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Knitting-Machine Fixer, Socks (hosiery) 689.280. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061289). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of the USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Pressman (rubber goods; rubber tire & tube) 559.885; Pressman, O-Rings (rubber 
goods) 559.885. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED059295). 
 1694 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Diesel Mechanic (any ind.) 625.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068554). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test Batter 
for Cabinetmaker (Woodworking) 660.280 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061305). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Aircraft-and-Engine Mechanic (aircraft mfg; air trans.) 621.281 . Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED061316). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler, Oil Filters (auto mfg.) 739.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069644). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler, Small Products (any ind.) 739.887-034. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069643). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Baker (bake. prod.) 526.781. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060124). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Bindery Worker (print. and pub.) 643.885 . Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060074). 
 1695 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Bricklayer (const.) 861.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061312). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cannery Mechanic (can. and preserv.) 638.281-022. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069626). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cement Mason (const.) 844.844. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063401). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Central-Office Repairman (tel. and tel.) 822.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060113). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Chemical Operator (chem.) III 559.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069775). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Compositor (print. and pub.) I 973.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060090). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cook (hotel & rest.) 313.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065562). 
 1696 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cook, Short Order (Hotel & rest.) 314.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069636). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Correction Officer (gov. ser.) 372.868. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072051). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cosmetologist (per. ser.) 332.271. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060110). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Counselor (profess. and kin.) II 045.108-010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069638). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Cutting-and-Creasing Pressman (paper goods) 649.782. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED066462). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Die Maker (paper goods) 739.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066469). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electrician (any ind.) 824.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060111). 
 1697 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electrician, Airplane (aircraft mfg.) 825.281; Aircraft Mechanic, Armament (aircraft 
mfg.) 801.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED060108). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electronic Technician (profess. & kin.) 003.181. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065639). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Electronics Mechanic (Electronics) 726.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061308). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Engineering Aid (press. & kin.) II 019.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069768). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Gasoline-Engine Assembler (engine & turbine) 806.781; Internal-Combustion-
Engine-Assembler (engine & turbine) 806.781; Outboard-Motor Assembler (engine & turbine) 
806.781. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED059291). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Glazier (const) 865.781. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062434). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Heat Treater (heat treat.) I 504.782-026 and II 504.782-030. Washington, DC: U.S. 
 1698 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED067416). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Hose Maker (rubber goods) 752.781-010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069645). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Insulation Worker (const.) 863.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED068563). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Lather (const.) 842.781-010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069770). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Machinist (mach. shop,) I 600.280. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED059290). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Manager, Store (ret. tr.) 1 185.168. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066514). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Manufacturers’ Service Representative (mach. mfg.; mach. tool & access.) 638.281; 
Millwright (any ind.) 638.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062440). 
 1699 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Medical Assistant (medical ser.) 079.386-022. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065561). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Mine-Machinery Mechanic (mining & quarrying) 620.281-078. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069642). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Monotype-Keyboard Operator (print. and pub.; type found.) 650.582. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED062427). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Nurse, Licensed, Practical (medical ser.) 079.378. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065616). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Operating Engineer (const.) II 859.883. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072046). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Photographer, Lithographic (print. & pub.) 972.382. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED063408). 
 1700 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Photo-Offset Lithography (print. & pub.) 97. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069772). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Pipe Fitter (const.) 862.381; Plumber (const.) 862.381. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED060100). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Process Artist (print. & pub.) 972.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063407). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Programmer, Detail, Graphic Arts (clerical) 219.388. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069637). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Radio Repairman (any ind.) 720.281; Television Service-and-Repairman (any ind.) 
720.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No.ED061318). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Screw-Machine Set-Up Operator, Jobbing (mach. shop) 604.380-028. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED069640). 
 1701 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Selected Aircraft Assembly Occupations (aircraft mfg.) . Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED060115). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Selected Press Man Occupations (print. & pub.) 651.782. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED060080). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Sewing-Machine Repairman (any ind.) 639.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED066481). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Sheet-metal Worker (any ind.) 804.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060121). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Shipfitter (ship and boat bldg. and rep.) 806.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060085). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Stationary Engineer (any ind.) 950.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072057). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Steam-Power-Plant Operator (light, heat & power) 952.782-040. Washington, DC: 
 1702 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED070774). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Stereotyper (print. & pub.) 975.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062439). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Stripper (print. & pub.) 971.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED062404). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Structural-Steel Lay-Out Man (any ind.) 809.381-030. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED072047). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Substation Operator (light, heat & power) 952.782-042; Switchboard Operator (light, 
heat, & power) 952.782-050; Turbine Operator (light, heat & power) 9-52.782-062. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No.ED066474). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Tire Builder, Automobile (rubber tire & tube) 750.884. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED065613). 
 1703 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Tool-and-Die Maker (mach. shop) 601.280. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063398). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Transferrer (print. & pub.) I 972.381. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063409). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Twister-Tender (asbestos prod; glass mfg.; synthetic fibers; textile) 681.885. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED069639). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for V-Belt Wrapper (rubber goods) 690.885-438. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069646). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Yarn Service Trainee (synthetic fibers) 929.887. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069641). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Test Battery for 
Boilermaker (boilermaking) I 805.281-010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED065608). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Test Battery for 
Construction - Equipment Mechanic (const.) 620.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED063387). 
 1704 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development of USTES Test Battery for 
Draftsman, Architectural (profess. & kin.) 001.281; Draftsman, Civil (profess. & kin.) 005.281; 
Draftsman Geological (petrol. production) 010.281; Draftsman, Mechanical (profess. & kin.) 
007.281; Draftsman, Structural (profess. & kin.) 005.281; Detailer (profess. & kin.) 017.281. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED065612). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1970). Technical Report on Development on USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Refrigeration and Heating Mechanic (any ind.) 637.251-010. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED068544). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1971). Development of USTES Aptitude Test Battery for Fork-Lift-
Truck Operator (any ind.) 922.883. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED061335). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1971). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Assembler (elec. equip.) 826.884, Assembler, Electrical (elec. equip.) 826.884. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED069647). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1971). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Court Clerk (gov. ser.) 249.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060069). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1971). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Customer-Engineering Specialist (office mach.) 828.281. Washington, DC: U.S. 
 1705 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED069648). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1971). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Engineer. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED060076). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1971). Technical Report on Development of USTES Aptitude Test 
Battery for Sewage-Plant Operator (any ind.), Water-Treatment-Plant Operator (waterworks) 
954.782; Sewage-Plant Operator (sanitary ser.), Waste-Treatment-Plant Operator (sanitary ser.) 
955.782, I 955.782. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED070776). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1972). Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery for Covering-
Machine Operator (textile)-681.885-030. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED078070). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1972). Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery for Manager, Beauty 
Shop (per. ser.)-187.168. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED078069). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1972). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Taper (const.) 842.884. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED072062). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1974). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Clerk, General Office (Clerical) 219.388. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED103491). 
 1706 
U. S. Employment Service. (1974). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Fork-Lift-Truck Operator. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED103450). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1974). Technical Report on Development of USES Aptitude Test Battery 
for Key-Punch Operator. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED103451). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1974). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Drafter, Civil (Profess. & Kin.) 005.281. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED103489). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1974). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Teacher Aid, Elementary School. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED103456). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1974). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Ward Clerk (medical ser.) 219.388. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED100969). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1975). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Maintenance Repairer, Factory or Mill (any ind.) 899.281. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED117160). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1975). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Nurse Aid (Medical Ser.) 355.878. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED118597). 
 1707 
U. S. Employment Service. (1975). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Nurse, Licensed Practical (medical ser.) 079.378. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED117159). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1975). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Proof-Machine Operator (Banking) 217.388. Washington, DC: U.S. Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED118598). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1975). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Teller (banking) 212.368. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED103495). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1975). Technical Report on Development of USES Specific Aptitude 
Test Battery for Utility Hand (paper goods) 539.883. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED117132). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1978). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Plumber (const.) 862.381-030/Pipe Fitter (const.) 862.381-018. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No.ED158039). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1981). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Semiconductor Occupations: Electronics Inspector (Electronics) II, 726.684-022; Electronics 
Tester (Electronics) II, 726.684-026; Semiconductor Processor (Electronics), 590.684-022. 
Analysis and Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED224826). 
 1708 
U. S. Employment Service. (1982). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Carpenter (Const.) 860.381-022. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED223695). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1982). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Custom-Service Representative (Light, Heat, & Power; Tel. & Tel.; Waterworks) 239.367-010. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED223696). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1982). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Gambling Dealer (Amuse. & Rec.) 343.467-018. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED223707). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1982). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Refinery Operator (petrol. refin.) 549.260. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED223722). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1982). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Respiratory Therapist (medical ser.) 079.361-010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED223723). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1982). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for Ticket 
Agent (any ind.) 238.367-026. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED223718). 
U. S. Employment Service. (1982). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery for 
Waiter/Waitress, Informal (hotel & rest.) 311.477-030. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED223714). 
 1709 
U. S. Employment Service. (1985). Development of USES Specific Aptitude Test Battery S-111R84 
for Airframe-and-Powerplant Mechanic (Aircraft-Aerospace Mfg.; Air Trans.) 621.281-014. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No.ED263137). 
U. S. Employment Service. (n.d.). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Doffer (textile) 6-19.166. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED070771). 
U. S. Employment Service. (n.d.). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Room Clerk (hotel and rest.) 1-07.60. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, 
Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED069776). 
U. S. Employment Service. (nd). Technical Report on Standardization of the General Aptitude Test 
Battery for Card Tender (asbestos prod.; textile) 6-19.031. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Manpower Administration.(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.ED070772). 
Urbankova, A., Eber, M., & Engebretson, S. P. (2013). A complex haptic exercise to predict 
preclinical operative dentistry performance: A retrospective study. Journal of Dental Education, 
77(11), 1443–1450. 
Urbankova, A., & Engebretson, S. P. (2011). The use of haptics to predict preclinic operative 
dentistry performance and perceptual ability. Journal of Dental Education, 75(12), 1548–1557. 
Utesch, T. (2014, June). Effects of cognitive aptitude on the initial performance on a laparoscopic 
simulator (Bachelor’s Thesis). Retrieved December 8, 2016, from http://essay.utwente.nl/65809/ 
Valentine, L. D. (1977). Navigator-observer selection research:  Development of new Air Force 
Officer Qualifying Test Navigator-Technical composite. 
 1710 
VALIDATION OF ARMY FIXED-WING APTITUDE BATTERY AGAINST SUCCESS IN ROTC 




Validation of Dichotic Listening and Psychomotor Task Performance as Predictors of Primary Flight 




VALIDATION OF THE ARMY FIXED-WING APTITUDE BATTERY AGAINST SUCCESS IN 




Validation Study of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Selector Composites: 




Validity Information Exchange. (1954). Personnel Psychology, 7(2), 277–304. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1954.tb01601.x 
 1711 
van der Horst, A. C., Klehe, U.-C., & van Leeuwen, L. (2012). Doing it all at once: Multitasking as a 
predictor of call center agents’ performance and performance-based dismissal. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 20(4), 434–441. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12006 
Van der Merwe, D. (2003). Predictive validity of a selection battery for technikon students (Doctoral 
Thesis). Retrieved from http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/1232 
Van Iddekinge, C. H., Ferris, G. R., & Heffner, T. S. (2009). Test of a multistage model of distal and 
proximal antecedents of leader performance. Personnel Psychology, 62(3), 463–495. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2009.01145.x 
Van Iddekinge, C. H., Morgeson, F. P., Schleicher, D. J., & Campion, M. A. (2011). Can I retake it? 
Exploring subgroup differences and criterion-related validity in promotion retesting. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 94,  941. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023562 
Van Iddekinge, C. H., Putka, D. J., & Campbell, J. P. (2011). Reconsidering vocational interests for 
personnel selection: The validity of an interest-based selection test in relation to job knowledge, 
job performance, and continuance intentions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96, 13. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021193 
Van Scotter, J. R., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1996). Interpersonal facilitation and job dedication as separate 
facets of contextual performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(5), 525–531. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.5.525 
Vandermark, M. J. (1988). Airline pilot personality and attitude characteristics: A peer-survey based 
comparison of the exceptional versus modal airline aviator (Doctoral Thesis). The Fielding 




VanDeventer, A. D., Collins, W. E., Manning, C. A., Taylor, D. K., & Baxter, N. E. (1984). Studies of 
poststrike air traffic control specialist trainees. I. Age, biographic factors, and selection test 
performance related to academy training success. 
Varca, P. E., & James-Valutis, M. (1993). The relationship of ability and satisfaction to job 
performance. Applied Psychology, 42(3), 265–275. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-
0597.1993.tb00742.x 
Vasconcelos, A. G., Sampaio, J. dos R., & Nascimento, E. do. (2013). Validity of G-36 and 
knowledge tests in relation to performance at a training program. Estudos de Psicologia 
(Campinas), 30(1), 67–74. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-166X2013000100008 
Vasey, J. J. (1994). The role of verbal comprehension in the assessment of cognitive abilities in 
employment testing (Doctoral Thesis). The Pennsylvania State University, United States -- 
Pennsylvania. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304126253/abstract/16CC172
DC7CC40F1PQ/511 
Vasilopoulos, N. L., Cucina, J. M., & Hayes, T. L. (2005). Using response accuracy and latency 
scores from an artificial language test to predict grades in a Spanish language course. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 13(1), 92–95. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0965-
075X.2005.00303.x 
Vasilopoulos, N. L., Cucina, J. M., & Hunter, A. E. (2007). Personality and training proficiency: 
Issues of bandwidth-fidelity and curvilinearity. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 80(1), 109–131. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X102114 
Vernon, P. E. (1947). Research on personnel selection in the Royal Navy and the British Army. 
American Psychologist, 2(2), 35. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056920 
 1713 
Victoroff, K. Z., & Boyatzis, R. E. (2013). What is the relationship between emotional intelligence 
and dental student clinical performance? Journal of Dental Education, 77(4), 416–426. 
Villanova, P., Bernardin, H. J., Johnson, D. L., & Dahmus, S. A. (1994). The validity of a measure of 
job compatibility in the prediction of job performance and turnover of motion picture theater 
personnel. Personnel Psychology, 47(1), 73–90. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1994.tb02410.x 
Villanueva Sanchez, C. A. (1999). The prediction of task and contextual performance for production 
operators (Doctoral Thesis). Tulane University, United States -- Louisiana. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304535322/abstract/6278E3C
BEFA1437DPQ/3506 
Vineberg, R. O. (1971). Effects of aptitude (AFQT), job experience, and literacy on job performance: 
Summary of HumRRO work units UTILITY and REALISTIC. Retrieved from 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED050311 
Vitola, B. M. (1973). Validity of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery, Form 1, to predict 
technical school success. Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED082058 
Volodina, A., Nagy, G., & Köller, O. (2015). Success in the first phase of the vocational career: The 
role of cognitive and scholastic abilities, personality factors, and vocational interests. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 91, 11–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.08.009 
Von Kampen, R. G. (2004). The relation of cognitive ability and personality traits to 360 -degree 
assessments of problem -solving behaviors in the workplace (Doctoral Thesis). Walden 




Votruba, R. (2012). Predictive validity of intelligence and personality to job outcomes over time 
(Doctoral Thesis). Hofstra University, United States -- New York. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/921498028/abstract/5BB4378
528B14961PQ/30 
W, F. J. (1954). The Validity of Some Objective Personality Tests for a Leadership Criterion. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316445401400104 
Wagner, J. A., Humphrey, S. E., Meyer, C. J., & Hollenbeck, J. R. (2012). Individualism–collectivism 
and team member performance: Another look. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(7), 946–
963. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.783 
Wagner, M. P., Dirmeyer, R. P., Means, B., & Davidson, M. K. (1982). Analysis of aptitude, training, 
and job performance measures (No. MGA-81-1080(2)-WRO-0440). CA, Carmel: Mcfann Gray 
and Associates, Inc. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA210746 
Walker, K. M., Farmer, W. L., & Roberts, R. C. (2012). Suitability screening test for Marine Corps 
air traffic controllers (No. NPRST-TR-13-1). TN, Millington: Navy Personnel Research Studies 
and Technology. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA574499 
Walker, K. M., Farmer, W. L., & Roberts, R. C. (2013). Suitability screening test for Marine Corps 
air traffic controllers phase 2 (No. NPRST-TN-13-2). TN, Millington: Navy Personnel Research 
Studies and Technology. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA581475 
Waller, D. (2000). Individual differences in spatial learning from computer-simulated environments. 
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 6(4), 307–321. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
898X.6.4.307 
 1715 
Walters, L. C., Miller, M. R., & Ree, M. J. (1993). Structured interviews for pilot selection: No 
incremental validity. The International Journal of Aviation Psychology, 3(1), 25–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327108ijap0301_2 
Wang, C., Tian, Y., Chen, S., Tian, Z., Jiang, T., & Du, F. (2014). Predicting performance in 
manually controlled rendezvous and docking through spatial abilities. Advances in Space 
Research, 53(2), 362–369. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asr.2013.10.031 
Wang, W. (2013). Testing the validity of GRE scores on predicting graduate performance for 
engineering students (Master’s Thesis). Retrieved from 
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cehsdiss/192 
Want, R. L. (1962). The validity of tests in the selection of air force pilots. Australian Journal of 
Psychology, 14(2), 133–139. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049536208255459 
Wanzel, K. R., Hamstra, S. J., Anastakis, D. J., Matsumoto, E. D., & Cusimano, M. D. (2002). Effect 
of visual-spatial ability on learning of spatially-complex surgical skills. The Lancet, 359(9302), 
230–231. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(02)07441-X 
Wanzel, K. R., Hamstra, S. J., Caminiti, M. F., Anastakis, D. J., Grober, E. D., & Reznick, R. K. 
(2003). Visual-spatial ability correlates with efficiency of hand motion and successful surgical 
performance. Surgery, 134(5), 750–757. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0039-6060(03)00248-4 
Wao, J. O., Ries, R., Flood, I., Lavy, S., & Ozbek, M. E. (2016). Relationship between admission 
GRE scores and graduation GPA scores of construction management graduate students. 
International Journal of Construction Education and Research, 12(1), 37–53. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15578771.2015.1050562 
Ward, R. T. (1986). Personality and work value characteristics of successful aviation safety officers 
in the United States Marine Corps (Doctoral Thesis). University of Southern California, United 
 1716 
States -- California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/1639628421/citation/D36168
F9B4F840C7PQ/2514 
Warley, J. (1990). The selection of computer programmers : an assessment of fairness (Master’s 
Thesis). University of Cape Town. Retrieved from https://open.uct.ac.za/handle/11427/15979 
Warr, P., Allan, C., & Birdi, K. (1999). Predicting three levels of training outcome. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 72(3), 351–375. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317999166725 
Warr, P., & Downing, J. (2000). Learning strategies, learning anxiety and knowledge acquisition. 
British Journal of Psychology, 91, 311–333. https://doi.org/10.1348/000712600161853 
Wasson, J. B. (1967). The relationship between success in business school, employment status and 
demographic and psychometric variables for Ramsey County Welfare Department, Work and 
Training Project participants. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED022127 
Webb, C. T., Sedlacek, W., Cohen, D., Shields, P., Gracely, E., Hawkins, M., & Nieman, L. (1997). 
The impact of nonacademic variables on performance at two medical schools. Journal of the 
National Medical Association, 89(3), 173–180. 
Webster, W. J. (1988). Selecting effective teachers. The Journal of Educational Research, 81(4), 245–
253. 
Weekley, J. A., & Jones, C. (1997). Video-based situational testing. Personnel Psychology, 50(1), 25–
49. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1997.tb00899.x 
Weekley, J. A., & Ployhart, R. E. (2005). Situational judgment: Antecedents and relationships with 
performance. Human Performance, 18(1), 81–104. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1801_4 
 1717 
Weisberg, S. M., Schinazi, V. R., Newcombe, N. S., Shipley, T. F., & Epstein, R. A. (2014). 
Variations in cognitive maps: Understanding individual differences in navigation. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 40(3), 669–682. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035261 
Weiss, I. (1952). Prediction of academic success in dental school. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
36(1), 11. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054111 
Weiss, M., Lotan, I., Kedar, H., & Ben-Shakhar, G. (1988). Selecting candidates for a medical school: 
an evaluation of a selection model based on cognitive and personality predictors. Medical 
Education, 22(6), 492–497. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.1988.tb00791.x 
Weissbein, D. A., Huang, J. L., Ford, J. K., & Schmidt, A. M. (2011). Influencing learning states to 
enhance trainee motivation and improve training transfer. Journal of Business and Psychology, 
26(4), 423–435. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9198-x 
Welsh, M. B., Delfabbro, P. H., Burns, N. R., & Begg, S. H. (2014). Individual differences in 
anchoring: Traits and experience. Learning and Individual Differences, 29, 131–140. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.01.002 
Wenzel, L. H. (2000). Understanding managerial coaching:  The role of manager attributes and skills 




Werth, L. H. (1986). Predicting student performance in a beginning computer science class. In 
Proceedings of the Seventeenth SIGCSE Technical Symposium on Computer Science Education 
(pp. 138–143). New York, NY, USA: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/5600.5701 
 1718 
Wessels, S. (1997). Factors predicting success in the final qualifying examination for chartered 
accountants (Doctoral Thesis). Retrieved from http://uir.unisa.ac.za/handle/10500/18498 
West, C., & Sadoski, M. (2011). Do study strategies predict academic performance in medical school? 
Medical Education, 45(7), 696–703. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2011.03929.x 
Westman, B., Ritter, E. M., Kjellin, A., Törkvist, L., Wredmark, T., Felländer-Tsai, L., & Enochsson, 
L. (2006). Visuospatial abilities correlate with performance of senior endoscopy specialist in 
simulated colonoscopy. Journal of Gastrointestinal Surgery, 10(4), 593–599. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gassur.2005.08.014 
Wherry, R. J., & Fryer, D. H. (1949). Buddy ratings: Popularity. Personnel Psychology, 2(2), 147–
159. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1949.tb01395.x 
Whipkey, K. L. (1984). Identifying predictors of programming skill. SIGCSE Bull., 16(4), 36–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/382200.382544 
Whipple, J. L. (1991). The relationship of ability and experience to on-the-job performance over time 




White, C. B., Dey, E. L., & Fantone, J. C. (2009). Analysis of factors that predict clinical performance 
in medical school. Advances in Health Sciences Education, 14(4), 455–464. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-007-9088-9 
White, L. M. (1997). Field-dependent and field-independent cognitive learning styles and internal 
and external locus of control: Relationships to understanding and performance on a computer 
project management program (Doctoral Thesis). The Fielding Institute, United States -- 
 1719 
California. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304382542/abstract/2826BC4
5D7164344PQ/1245 
Whitley, M. P., & Chadwick, P. L. (1986). Baccalaureate education and NCLEX: The causes of 
success. Journal of Nursing Education, 25(3), 94–99. https://doi.org/10.3928/0148-4834-
19860301-04 
Whitney, E. M., Aleksejuniene, J., & Walton, J. N. (2016). Critical thinking disposition and skills in 
dental students: Development and relationship to academic outcomes. Journal of Dental 
Education, 80(8), 948–958. 
Widen, H. (1998). Test battery for selection of missile gunners (No. AB-16-PAPER). Pensacola, FL: 
Navy Advancement Center.  
Wightman, L. F. (1990). The validity of law school admission test scores for repeaters: A replication. 
LSAC Research Report Series. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED468756 
Wightman, L. F., & Muller, D. G. (1990). An analysis of differential validity and differential 
prediction for Black, Mexican American, Hispanic, and White law school students. LSAC 
Research Report Series.  
Wilbourn, J. M., Guinn, N., & Leisey, S. A. (1976). Validation of non-verbal measures for selection 
and classification of enlisted personnel. (No. AFHRL-TR-76-72). TX, Brooks AFB: Air Force 
Human Resources Lab. Retrieved from http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA037589 
Wilkinson, B. (1953). Validity of Short Employment Tests. Personnel Psychology, 6(4), 419–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1953.tb01507.x 
 1720 
Wilkinson, D., Zhang, J., Byrne, G. J., Luke, H., Ozolins, I. Z., Parker, M. H., & Peterson, R. F. 
(2008). Medical school selection criteria and  the prediction of academic performance. Medical 
Journal of Australia, 188(6).  
Wilkinson, D., Zhang, J., & Parker, M. (2011). Predictive validity of the Undergraduate Medicine 
and  Health Sciences Admission Test for medical students’  academic performance. Medical 
Journal of Australia, 194(7).  
Wilkinson, T. M., & Wilkinson, T. J. (2016). Selection into medical school: From tools to domains. 
BMC Medical Education, 16, 258. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-016-0779-x 
Williams, M. D. (1981). Discriminating between graduates and failure in the USAF medical 
laboratory specialist school: An explorative approach. (No. AFIT/NR/81-72T). Ohio, Wright-
Patterson AFB: Air Force Inst of Tech Wright-Patterson. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA116775 
Williams, S. B., & Leavitt, H. J. (1947). Group opinion as a predictor of military leadership. Journal 
of Consulting Psychology, 11(6), 283. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056512 
Williams, S. B., & Leavitt, H. J. (1947). Prediction of success in learning Japanese. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 31(2), 164. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0060893 
Willoughby, T. C. (1971). Computer Programmer Aptitude Battery: Validation study. SIGCPR 
Comput. Pers., 2(3), 6–9. https://doi.org/10.1145/1036362.1036364 
Wilson, J. E. (1959). Evaluating a four-year sales selection program. Personnel Psychology, 12(1), 
97–104. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1959.tb00800.x 
Wilson, K. (2013). Development of a pilot selection system for a midwestern university aviation 
program (Master’s Thesis). Minnesota State University, Mankato. Retrieved from 
http://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/etds/171 
 1721 
Wilson, S. G., & Husak, W. S. (1988). A multivariable approach toward predicting dental motor skill 
performance. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 67(1), 211–217. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1988.67.1.211 
Winegarden, B., Glaser, D., Schwartz, A., & Kelly, C. (2012). MCAT verbal reasoning score: Less 
predictive of medical school performance for English language learners. Medical Education, 
46(9), 878–886. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2012.04315.x 
Winkler, R. C. (1992). Validation of a test battery for manufacturing machine operators. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 7(2), 137–149. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01013924 
Witt, L. A., & Burke, L. A. (2002). Selecting high-performing information technology professionals. 
Journal of Organizational and End User Computing (JOEUC), 14(4), 37–50. 
https://doi.org/10.4018/joeuc.2002100103 
Witt, L. A., & Spitzmüller, C. (2007). Person—situation predictors of maximum and typical 
performance. Human Performance, 20(3), 305–315. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959280701333529 
Wittig, M. A., Sasse, S. H., & Giacomi, J. (1984). Predictive validity of five cognitive skills tests 
among women receiving engineering training. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 21(5), 
537–546. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.3660210511 
Wolbers, H. L. (1955). A study of the relationships between Air Force classification test scores and 
aircraft accidents (Doctoral Thesis). University of Southern California, United States -- 




Wold, J. E., & Worth, C. (1991). Predicting student nurse academic failures: An Analysis of Four 
Baccalaureate Classes. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED345614 
Wolf, F. M., & Others, A. (1983). Comparison of the incremental validity of the old and new MCAT. 
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED229411 
Wolf, M. G., Taylor, E. K., & Henderson, G. W. (1972). The formula score: A correction for chance 
or a chance correction? Personnel Psychology, 25(1), 75–93. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1972.tb01092.x 
Wolfe, J. H., Alderton, D. L., Larson, G. E., & Held, J. D. (1995). Incremental Validity of Enhanced 
Computer Administered Testing (ECAT) (No. NPRDC-TN-96-6). San Diego, CA: Navy 
Personnel Research and Development Center. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA307708 
Wolfe, J. M. (1971). Wolfe Programming Aptitude Test (School Edition). In Proceedings of the Ninth 
Annual SIGCPR Conference (pp. 180–185). New York, NY, USA: ACM. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/800159.805105 
Wolfe, J. M. (1977). An interim validation report on the Wolfe Programming Aptitude Test 
(Experimental Form S). SIGCPR Comput. Pers., 6(1–2), 9–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/1036942.1036944 
Wolking, W. D. (1955). Predicting academic achievement with the Differential Aptitude and the 
Primary Mental Ability Tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 39(2), 115. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0039856 
Wood, D. A. (1980). The predictive validity of verbal and numerical subtests of the Personnel Tests 
for Industry (PTI) in a sample of highly skilled employees. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 40(2), 431–435. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448004000222 
 1723 
Wood, D. A., & Langevin, M. J. (1972). Moderating the prediction of grades in freshman engineering. 
Journal of Educational Measurement, 9(4), 311–320. 
Wood, D. A., & Lebold, W. K. (1968). Differential and overall prediction of academic success in 
engineering: The complementary role of DAT, SAT and HSR. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 28(4), 1223–1228. https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446802800426 
Wood, W. W. (1978). A validation of some predictive criteria used by dental faculty admissions 
(Master’s Thesis). University of British Columbia. Retrieved from 
https://open.library.ubc.ca/cIRcle/collections/ubctheses/831/items/1.0055788 
Worbois, G. M., & Kanous, L. E. (1954). The validity of the Worthington Personal History for a sales 
job. Personnel Psychology, 7(2), 209–217. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1954.tb01594.x 
Woychesin, D. E. (2002). Validation of the Canadian Automated Pilot Selection System (CAPSS) 
against primary flying training results. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science / Revue 
Canadienne Des Sciences Du Comportement, 34(2), 84. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0087158 
Wright, P., Kacmar, K., Mcmahan, G., & Deleeuw, K. (1995). P=f(mxa): Cognitive ability as a 
moderator of the relationship between personality and job performance. Journal of Management, 
21(6), 1129–1139. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639502100606 
Wu-Pong, S. O. (1997). Evaluation of pharmacy school applicants whose first language is not 
English. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 61(1), 61–66. 
Yang, J. C., Glick, O. J., & McClelland, E. (1987). Academic correlates of baccalaureate graduate 
performance on NCLEX-RN. Journal of Professional Nursing, 3(5), 298–306. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S8755-7223(87)80042-X 
 1724 
Yates, J., & James, D. (2010). The value of the UK Clinical Aptitude Test in predicting pre-clinical 
performance: A prospective cohort study at Nottingham Medical School. BMC Medical 
Education, 10, 55. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-10-55 
Yates, J., & James, D. (2013). The UK clinical aptitude test and clinical course performance at 
Nottingham: A prospective cohort study. BMC Medical Education, 13, 32. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-13-32 
Yeo, G., & Neal, A. (2008). Subjective cognitive effort: A model of states, traits, and time. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 93(3), 617. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.617 
Yoon, K. (1997). General mental ability and the Big Five personality dimensions: An investigation of 
the cross-cultural generalizability of their construct and criterion-related validities in Korea 
(Doctoral Thesis). The University of Iowa, United States -- Iowa. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304342760/abstract/987F873
26B27450DPQ/253 
Young, B. S., Arthur, W., & Finch, J. (2000). Predictors of managerial performance: More than 
cognitive ability. Journal of Business and Psychology, 15(1), 53–72. 
Young, J. W. (1994). Statistical adjustments of law school grade point averages. Statistical report. 
LSAC Research Report Series. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED468953 
Young, J. W. (1995). A comparison of two adjustment methods for improving the prediction of law 
school grades. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55(4), 558–571. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164495055004004 
Youngblood, S. A., & Martin, B. J. (1982). Ability testing and graduate admissions: Decision process 
modeling and validation. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 42(4), 1153–1162. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448204200422 
 1725 
Yu, J. (2008). A process model of applicant faking on overt integrity tests (Doctoral Thesis). Texas 
A&M University, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/288072283/abstract/FBBF49
36DD484E7FPQ/71 
Yum, J. J. (1999). The effects of team-member attributes on team performance:  A model of individual 
contribution to team performance (Doctoral Thesis). Louisiana State University and Agricultural 
& Mechanical College, United States -- Louisiana. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp2.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304532311/abstract/5832962
814404AC1PQ/249 
Yurkon, A. C. (1998). An examination of the criterion-related validity of a developmental assessment 
center (Master’s Thesis). University of North Texas, United States -- Texas. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.ezp3.lib.umn.edu/dissertations/docview/304461172/abstract/AA2AF
BA6703541CBPQ/815 
Zawawi, K. H., Afify, A. R., Yousef, M. K., Othman, H. I., & Al-Dharrab, A. A. (2015). Reliability 
of didactic grades to predict practical skills in an undergraduate dental college in Saudi Arabia. 
Advances in Medical Education and Practice, 6, 259–263. 
https://doi.org/10.2147/AMEP.S72648 
Zazanis, M. M., Hazlett, G. A., Kilcullen, R. N., & Sanders, M. G. (1999). Prescreening Methods for 
Special Forces Assessment and Selection (No. ARI-TR-1094). Army Research Inst for the 
Behavioral and Social Sciences. Alexandria, VA. 
Zee, V., & Ray, W. (1958). A study of professional course grades, college activities, ace scores and 
high school grades as related to success in first year teaching (Master’s Thesis). Central 
Washington University. Retrieved from http://digitalcommons.cwu.edu/etd/191 
 1726 
Zeidner, J., Johnson, C., Vladimirsky, Y., & Weldon, S. (2002). Determining composite validity 
coefficients for army jobs and job families. Bethesda Md. Retrieved from 
http://www.dtic.mil/docs/citations/ADA409870 
Zeleznik, C. O. (1983). Long-range predictive and differential validities of the Scholastic Aptitude 
Test in medical school. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 43(1), 223–232. 
Ziegler, M., Bensch, D., Maaß, U., Schult, V., Vogel, M., & Bühner, M. (2014). Big Five facets as 
predictor of job training performance: The role of specific job demands. Learning and Individual 
Differences, 29, 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.10.008 
Zierke, O. (2011). Knowledge Tests for Ab-Initio Pilot Selection in Civil Aviation. 16th International 
Symposium on Aviation Psychology, 287-291.  
https://corescholar.libraries.wright.edu/isap_2011/67.  
Zimmerman, R. D., Triana, M. del C., & Barrick, M. R. (2010). Predictive criterion-related validity of 
observer ratings of personality and job-related competencies using multiple raters and multiple 












APPENDIX IV:  


















































Records identified for consideration  




























(n = 153,553) 
Full-text articles assessed for 
eligibility 
(n = 12,483) 
Full-text articles excluded, with reasons: 
• Could not obtain full-text (n=2,092) 
• Non-quantitative (n=196) 
• Clinical sample or below age 14 
(n=358) 
• Study design does not include 
correlations between cognitive 
tests(inter-cor. database; n=1,431) 
• Study design does not include job 
performance criterion (predictive 
validity database (n=2,606) 
• Correlations not reported, or only 
significant results reported (n=801) 
• Tests not included in Stanek-Ones 
compendium (n=493) 
• Not considered for coding due to 
cutoff date for predictive 
validity(n=586)* 
• Not considered for coding due to 
cutoff date for inter-correlations 
(n=653) 
• All other (n=3,262)** 
 
 
Studies included in meta-
analytic database 
(n = 1,030) 
Studies included in validity 
meta-analyses 
(n = 622) 
Studies included in inter-
correlation meta-analyses 
(n = 432) 
*These studies were not coded for any other possible reasons for omission (e.g., some unread studies may have been qualitative in nature).  Based 
on a final yield of 1,030 included studies out of 11,244 read studies, roughly 10% of each group of unread studies would have contributed data if 
coded. 
**These are primarily studies omitted for reasons in list above, but where reason was not captured during coding 




Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains—Formatted for Easier Visualization 
 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.  7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 
1. Induction (Gf) ….. .68 .73 .46 .64 .35 .58 .50 .39 .41 .45 .51 .56 .69 .43 .56 .17 .65 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) .68 ….. .58 .44 .53 -- .51 .48 -- .37 .45 .49 .49 .52 .29 .61 .21 .57 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) .73 .58 ….. .33 .58 -- .40 .40 .23 -- .44 .59 .65 .52 .29 .43 .29 .61 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .46 .44 .33 ….. .58 .50 .36 .25 .96 .20 .29 .58 .61 .44 .35 .42 .29 .28 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) .64 .53 .58 .58 ….. -- .44 .44 -- -- -- -- .54 -- .38 -- -- .53 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) .35 -- -- .50 -- ….. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .37 -- -- -- .22 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) .58 .51 .40 .36 .44 -- ….. .50 -- .37 .31 .51 .38 .32 .29 .47 .17 .49 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) .50 .48 .40 .25 .44 -- .50 ….. -- .47 .42 -- -- .38 .26 .56 -- .35 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) .39 -- .23 .96 -- -- -- -- ….. -- -- .31 -- -- -- .40 -- .13 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) .41 .37 -- .20 -- -- .37 .47 -- ….. .36 -- -- -- -- .45 -- .34 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) .45 .45 .44 .29 -- -- .31 .42 -- .36 ….. .66 .63 .55 .42 .64 .42 .40 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) .51 .49 .59 .58 -- -- .51 -- .31 -- .66 ….. .80 -- .50 .82 .37 .43 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) .56 .49 .65 .61 .54 -- .38 -- -- -- .63 .80 ….. -- .39 .75 .38 .53 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) .69 .52 .52 .44 -- .37 .32 .38 -- -- .55 -- -- ….. -- .54 -- .55 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) .43 .29 .29 .35 .38 -- .29 .26 -- -- .42 .50 .39 -- ….. .33 .23 .28 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) .56 .61 .43 .42 -- -- .47 .56 .40 .45 .64 .82 .75 .54 .33 ….. .39 .33 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) .17 .21 .29 .29 -- -- .17 -- -- -- .42 .37 .38 -- .23 .39 ….. .21 
18. Visualization (Gv) .65 .57 .61 .28 .53 .22 .49 .35 .13 .34 .40 .43 .53 .55 .28 .33 .21 ….. 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- .17 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) .61 .59 .72 .35 .67 -- .39 .45 -- .38 .44 .42 .41 .48 .35 .58 .13 .62 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) .45 .25 .45 .31 -- -- .31 .33 -- .26 .33 .42 .61 .12 .21 .42 .23 .61 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) .57 .52 .62 .27 -- -- .39 .44 -- .38 .41 .45 .51 .70 .43 .46 .22 .60 
23. Imagery (Gv) .78 -- .75 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .70 -- .70 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) .44 .47 .22 .32 .40 -- .41 .38 -- .75 .42 .54 .52 -- .39 .49 .08 .51 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) .60 .49 .43 .53 .51 -- .49 .37 -- -- -- -- -- -- .33 -- -- .51 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) .64 .53 .67 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .42 -- -- .50 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) .57 -- -- .47 -- -- -- -- -- -- .41 -- -- -- -- -- -- .47 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) .57 .49 .43 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .37 -- -- .55 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) .32 .57 .63 .18 .58 .20 .45 .48 .30 .38 .50 .52 .60 .22 .50 .44 .22 .30 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) .51 .64 .49 .28 -- -- .36 .35 -- -- .28 -- -- -- .55 -- -- .63 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) .58 .49 .44 .49 .52 -- .43 .41 -- -- -- -- -- -- .57 -- -- .40 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .46 .46 .68 .33 .48 .28 .33 .41 .19 .42 .45 .50 .58 .36 .55 .49 .37 .29 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) .54 -- .50 .13 -- -- -- -- .40 -- -- .36 -- -- -- -- -- .30 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) .49 .42 .32 .28 .40 -- .39 .32 -- -- -- -- -- -- .48 -- -- .44 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Con’t. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.  7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) .69 .54 .86 .47 .73 .29 .51 .48 -- -- .43 .64 .70 .68 .54 .62 .29 .53 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) .72 -- -- .48 -- .33 -- -- -- -- .30 -- .52 .68 -- -- -- .52 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .76 .55 .77 .56 .54 .43 .47 .44 -- -- .49 .73 .72 .79 .38 .68 .30 .48 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) .55 .45 .56 .49 .48 -- .39 .38 -- -- -- -- -- -- .33 -- -- .48 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) .71 -- .57 .08 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .59 .56 -- .72 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .63 .56 .70 .52 .60 .40 .34 .51 -- -- -- -- -- .56 .28 -- -- .37 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) .55 .49 .56 .42 .44 -- .39 .40 -- -- -- -- -- -- .30 -- -- .45 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .52 .59 .71 .58 .64 .37 .48 .51 -- -- -- -- -- .50 .34 -- -- .22 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .68 .56 .56 .47 .54 .34 .46 .58 -- .40 .56 .41 -- .75 .33 .65 -- .49 
45. Language Development (Gc) .57 .60 .60 .49 .56 .30 .42 .60 -- .39 .48 -- -- .61 -- .53 -- .37 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .73 .58 .75 .53 .56 .38 .45 .53 .40 .46 .54 .73 .77 .80 .48 .65 .26 .50 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) .65 -- -- .53 -- .43 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .60 -- -- -- .36 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) .65 .54 .50 .48 .53 -- .46 .54 -- -- -- -- -- -- .39 -- -- .50 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .62 -- -- .53 -- .34 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .68 -- -- -- .37 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .50 -- -- .43 -- .23 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .60 -- -- -- .26 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .66 -- -- .53 -- .33 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .73 -- .67 -- .41 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .68 .66 .73 .65 .69 -- .46 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .43 -- -- .64 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) .63 -- -- .46 -- .34 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .74 -- -- -- .42 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) .52 -- -- .48 -- .37 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .55 -- -- -- .30 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .68 -- -- .43 -- .26 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .71 -- -- -- .55 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- 1.00 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .43 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .55 -- -- .34 -- .25 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .64 -- -- -- .46 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .42 -- -- .18 -- .16 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .59 -- -- -- .44 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .76 .58 .77 .50 .70 -- .43 -- -- -- .46 .73 .83 -- .41 .77 .33 .62 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .65 -- .66 .45 -- .34 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .76 -- .54 -- .51 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .63 -- -- .52 -- .38 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .69 -- -- -- .37 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .65 .49 .77 .28 .77 .24 .41 .54 -- -- .42 .66 .67 .72 .20 .56 .27 .63 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .46 -- -- .40 -- -- -- -- -- -- .03 -- -- -- -- -- -- .52 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .66 -- -- .41 -- .28 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .71 -- -- -- .53 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .57 .36 .63 .26 .61 .19 .21 -- -- -- .41 .54 .60 .74 .19 .57 .31 .55 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .65 .60 .64 .47 .51 .30 .30 -- -- -- .07 -- -- .69 .35 .40 -- .45 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .66 -- -- .45 -- .27 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .76 -- -- -- .47 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
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verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 














































Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains (cont.)  
 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24.  25. 26. 27. 28. 29. 30. 31. 32. 33. 34. 35. 36. 
1. Induction (Gf) -- .61 .45 .57 .78 .44 .60 .64 .57 .57 .32 .51 .58 .46 .54 .49 -- .69 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- .59 .25 .52 -- .47 .49 .53 -- .49 .57 .64 .49 .46 -- .42 -- .54 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- .72 .45 .62 .75 .22 .43 .67 -- .43 .63 .49 .44 .68 .50 .32 -- .86 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .17 .35 .31 .27 -- .32 .53 -- .47 -- .18 .28 .49 .33 .13 .28 -- .47 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- .67 -- -- -- .40 .51 -- -- -- .58 -- .52 .48 -- .40 -- .73 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .20 -- -- .28 -- -- -- .29 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- .39 .31 .39 -- .41 .49 -- -- -- .45 .36 .43 .33 -- .39 -- .51 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- .45 .33 .44 -- .38 .37 -- -- -- .48 .35 .41 .41 -- .32 -- .48 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .30 -- -- .19 .40 -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- .38 .26 .38 -- .75 -- -- -- -- .38 -- -- .42 -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .44 .33 .41 -- .42 -- -- .41 -- .50 .28 -- .45 -- -- -- .43 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .42 .42 .45 -- .54 -- -- -- -- .52 -- -- .50 .36 -- -- .64 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .41 .61 .51 -- .52 -- -- -- -- .60 -- -- .58 -- -- -- .70 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) -- .48 .12 .70 -- -- -- -- -- -- .22 -- -- .36 -- -- -- .68 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- .35 .21 .43 -- .39 .33 .42 -- .37 .50 .55 .57 .55 -- .48 -- .54 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .58 .42 .46 .70 .49 -- -- -- -- .44 -- -- .49 -- -- -- .62 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .13 .23 .22 -- .08 -- -- -- -- .22 -- -- .37 -- -- -- .29 
18. Visualization (Gv) -- .62 .61 .60 .70 .51 .51 .50 .47 .55 .30 .63 .40 .29 .30 .44 -- .53 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) ….. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- ….. .35 .51 -- .52 .25 .49 -- .47 .57 .55 -- .43 -- -- -- .69 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- .35 ….. .43 -- .30 -- .38 -- .19 .36 .26 -- .30 -- -- -- .46 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- .51 .43 ….. -- .50 -- -- -- -- .65 .73 -- .59 -- -- -- .50 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- ….. -- -- -- -- -- .52 -- -- .50 .62 -- -- .64 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- .52 .30 .50 -- ….. .34 -- -- -- .58 -- .38 .30 -- .41 -- .66 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- .25 -- -- -- .34 ….. -- -- -- -- -- .47 .36 -- .38 -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- .49 .38 -- -- -- -- ….. .45 .76 .66 .63 -- .61 -- -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .45 ….. .65 -- -- -- .54 -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- .47 .19 -- -- -- -- .76 .65 ….. -- -- -- .61 -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) -- .57 .36 .65 .52 .58 -- .66 -- -- ….. .76 -- .37 .60 -- -- .22 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- .55 .26 .73 -- -- -- .63 -- -- .76 ….. -- .52 -- -- -- .58 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- .38 .47 -- -- -- -- -- ….. .68 -- .57 -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) -- .43 .30 .59 .50 .30 .36 .61 .54 .61 .37 .52 .68 ….. -- .46 -- .74 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- .62 -- -- -- -- -- .60 -- -- -- ….. -- -- .42 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- .41 .38 -- -- -- -- -- .57 .46 -- ….. -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ….. -- 
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Con’t. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24.  25. 26. 27. 28. 29. 30. 31. 32. 33. 34. 35. 36. 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) -- .69 .46 .50 .64 .66 -- -- -- -- .22 .58 -- .74 .42 -- -- ….. 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .19 -- -- .46 -- -- -- .91 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) -- .68 .38 .44 .84 .33 .60 -- -- -- .29 .68 .58 .62 -- .39 -- .72 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- .33 -- -- -- .33 .56 -- -- -- -- -- .59 .50 -- .32 -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- .66 -- -- -- -- -- .66 .51 -- .78 -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) -- .48 .46 -- -- .20 .57 -- -- -- .25 .31 .64 .47 -- .39 -- .61 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- .21 -- -- -- .36 .51 -- -- -- .77 .68 .61 .48 -- .42 -- -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) -- .31 .29 -- -- .35 .64 -- -- -- .27 .15 .83 .53 -- .44 -- .56 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) -- .55 .21 .48 .71 .35 .56 .50 -- -- .24 .36 .64 .43 -- .42 -- .79 
45. Language Development (Gc) -- .55 .38 .49 -- .48 -- .08 .08 -- .31 .56 -- .38 -- -- -- .55 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) -- .65 .29 .54 .71 .37 .56 .46 .51 .51 .29 .50 .57 .57 .47 .40 -- .71 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .27 -- -- .51 -- -- -- .59 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- .44 .56 -- -- -- -- -- .60 .41 -- .38 -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .22 -- -- .39 -- -- -- .66 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .17 -- -- .30 -- -- -- .58 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .20 -- -- .39 -- -- -- .81 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- .31 .71 -- -- -- -- -- -- .57 -- -- -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .23 -- -- .43 -- -- -- .72 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .23 -- -- .39 -- -- -- .49 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .26 -- -- .41 -- -- -- .85 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .16 -- -- .35 -- -- -- .67 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- .56 -- -- -- -- -- -- .11 -- -- .21 -- -- -- .54 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .66 .45 .50 -- .29 .61 .57 -- .53 .55 .50 -- .52 -- -- -- .73 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .13 .47 -- .33 -- -- -- .81 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .26 -- -- .46 -- -- -- .66 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- .75 .53 .75 .82 .81 -- .47 .46 .53 .20 .36 -- .41 .40 -- .32 .66 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .29 .36 -- -- -- -- .07 -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .14 -- -- .33 -- -- -- .89 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) -- .59 .37 .61 -- .67 -- .43 -- -- .18 .46 -- .40 -- -- -- .54 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- .22 .48 -- -- -- .19 .21 -- .41 -- -- .16 .80 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .18 -- -- .35 -- -- -- .79 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
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verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
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Table A221 
Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains (cont.)  
 37. 38. 39. 40. 41. 42.  43. 44. 45. 46. 47. 48. 49. 50. 51. 52. 53. 54. 
1. Induction (Gf) .72 .76 .55 .71 .63 .55 .52 .68 .57 .73 .65 .65 .62 .50 .66 .68 -- .63 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- .55 .45 -- .56 .49 .59 .56 .60 .58 -- .54 -- -- -- .66 -- -- 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- .77 .56 .57 .70 .56 .71 .56 .60 .75 -- .50 -- -- -- .73 -- -- 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .48 .56 .49 .08 .52 .42 .58 .47 .49 .53 .53 .48 .53 .43 .53 .65 -- .46 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- .54 .48 -- .60 .44 .64 .54 .56 .56 -- .53 -- -- -- .69 -- -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) .33 .43 -- -- .40 -- .37 .34 .30 .38 .43 -- .34 .23 .33 -- -- .34 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- .47 .39 -- .34 .39 .48 .46 .42 .45 -- .46 -- -- -- .46 -- -- 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- .44 .38 -- .51 .40 .51 .58 .60 .53 -- .54 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .40 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .40 .39 .46 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) .30 .49 -- -- -- -- -- .56 .48 .54 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .73 -- -- -- -- -- .41 -- .73 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) .52 .72 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .77 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) .68 .79 -- -- .56 -- .50 .75 .61 .80 .60 -- .68 .60 .73 -- -- .74 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- .38 .33 .59 .28 .30 .34 .33 -- .48 -- .39 -- -- -- .43 -- -- 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .68 -- .56 -- -- -- .65 .53 .65 -- -- -- -- .67 -- -- -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- .30 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .26 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) .52 .48 .48 .72 .37 .45 .22 .49 .37 .50 .36 .50 .37 .26 .41 .64 -- .42 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- .68 .33 -- .48 .21 .31 .55 .55 .65 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- .38 -- -- .46 -- .29 .21 .38 .29 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- .44 -- -- -- -- -- .48 .49 .54 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- .84 -- .66 -- -- -- .71 -- .71 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- .33 .33 -- .20 .36 .35 .35 .48 .37 -- .44 -- -- -- .31 -- -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- .60 .56 -- .57 .51 .64 .56 -- .56 -- .56 -- -- -- .71 -- -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .50 .08 .46 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .08 .51 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .51 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) .19 .29 -- .66 .25 .77 .27 .24 .31 .29 .27 -- .22 .17 .20 -- -- .23 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- .68 -- .51 .31 .68 .15 .36 .56 .50 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- .58 .59 -- .64 .61 .83 .64 -- .57 -- .60 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .46 .62 .50 .78 .47 .48 .53 .43 .38 .57 .51 .41 .39 .30 .39 .57 -- .43 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .47 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- .39 .32 -- .39 .42 .44 .42 -- .40 -- .38 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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Con’t. 37. 38. 39. 40. 41. 42.  43. 44. 45. 46. 47. 48. 49. 50. 51. 52. 53. 54. 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) .91 .72 -- -- .61 -- .56 .79 .55 .71 .59 -- .66 .58 .81 -- -- .72 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) ….. .75 -- -- .65 -- .58 .73 .54 .77 .64 -- .62 .53 .73 -- -- .72 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .75 ….. .74 .79 .73 .74 .73 .85 .71 .90 .80 .77 .82 .69 .92 .80 -- .86 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- .74 ….. -- .79 .68 .99 .64 -- .68 -- .64 -- -- -- .74 -- -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- .79 -- ….. -- -- -- .53 -- .70 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .65 .73 .79 -- ….. .67 .77 .63 .61 .69 .83 .74 .64 .53 .66 .95 -- .62 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- .74 .68 -- .67 ….. .82 .57 -- .58 -- .56 -- -- -- .55 -- -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .58 .73 .99 -- .77 .82 ….. .59 .76 .68 .88 .80 .69 .59 .67 1.00 -- .60 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .73 .85 .64 .53 .63 .57 .59 ….. .63 .95 .66 .80 .82 .72 .91 1.00 .50 .91 
45. Language Development (Gc) .54 .71 -- -- .61 -- .76 .63 ….. .71 .65 -- .70 .65 .67 -- -- .62 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .77 .90 .68 .70 .69 .58 .68 .95 .71 ….. .74 .85 .89 .79 .96 1.00 -- 1.00 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) .64 .80 -- -- .83 -- .88 .66 .65 .74 ….. -- .68 .57 .69 -- -- .67 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- .77 .64 -- .74 .56 .80 .80 -- .85 -- ….. -- -- -- .98 -- -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .62 .82 -- -- .64 -- .69 .82 .70 .89 .68 -- ….. .88 .89 -- .76 .85 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .53 .69 -- -- .53 -- .59 .72 .65 .79 .57 -- .88 ….. .80 -- -- .80 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .73 .92 -- -- .66 -- .67 .91 .67 .96 .69 -- .89 .80 ….. -- .79 .86 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- .80 .74 -- .95 .55 1.00 1.00 -- 1.00 -- .98 -- -- -- ….. -- -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .50 -- -- -- -- .76 -- .79 -- ….. .86 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) .72 .86 -- -- .62 -- .60 .91 .62 1.00 .67 -- .85 .80 .86 -- .86 ….. 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) .51 .71 -- -- .61 -- .65 .69 .57 .70 .65 -- .73 .66 .67 -- -- .71 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .77 .75 -- -- .54 -- .47 .93 .59 .88 .56 -- .74 .68 .87 -- -- .86 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .63 .68 -- -- .46 -- .40 .79 .46 .78 .48 -- .56 .42 .71 -- -- .69 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .49 .49 -- -- .27 -- .15 .71 .31 .65 .29 -- .36 .26 .51 -- -- .56 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .74 .81 .75 -- .87 .65 .79 .65 -- .87 -- .96 -- -- -- 1.00 -- -- 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .73 .83 -- -- .56 -- .46 .89 .53 .93 .58 -- .69 .55 .88 -- .65 .76 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .64 .87 -- -- .67 -- .71 .90 .68 .95 .73 -- .85 .75 .84 -- .81 .89 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .63 .67 -- .47 .42 -- .26 .76 .45 .71 .44 -- .50 .38 .62 -- -- .67 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .53 .38 .46 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .78 .75 -- -- .53 -- .43 .84 .50 .86 .53 -- .62 .49 .82 -- .56 .72 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .66 .62 -- -- .38 -- .23 .83 .40 .69 .39 -- .53 .41 .70 -- .57 .71 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .74 .86 .67 -- .61 .53 .58 .89 .56 .92 .63 .80 .75 .61 .94 1.00 .23 .85 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .71 .87 -- -- .57 -- .55 .94 .64 .97 .60 -- .87 .80 1.00 -- -- .90 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
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verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 














































Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix of Narrow Ability Factor Domains (cont.)  
 55. 56. 57. 58. 59. 60.  61. 62. 63. 64. 65. 66. 67. 68. 69. 70. 
1. Induction (Gf) .52 -- .68 -- -- .55 .42 .76 .65 .63 .65 .46 .66 .57 .65 .66 
2. General Sequential Reasoning (Gf) -- -- -- 1.00 -- -- -- .58 -- -- .49 -- -- .36 .60 -- 
3. Quantitative Reasoning (Gf) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .77 .66 -- .77 -- -- .63 .64 -- 
4. Memory Span (Gsm) .48 -- .43 -- -- .34 .18 .50 .45 .52 .28 .40 .41 .26 .47 .45 
5. Working Memory Capacity (Gsm) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .70 -- -- .77 -- -- .61 .51 -- 
6. Meaningful Memory (Gsm) .37 -- .26 -- -- .25 .16 -- .34 .38 .24 -- .28 .19 .30 .27 
7. Associative Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .43 -- -- .41 -- -- .21 .30 -- 
8. Meaningful Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .54 -- -- -- -- -- 
9. Free Recall Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
10. Long Term Visual Memory (Glr—LE) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
11. Ideational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .46 -- -- .42 .03 -- .41 .07 -- 
12. Associational Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .73 -- -- .66 -- -- .54 -- -- 
13. Expressional Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .83 -- -- .67 -- -- .60 -- -- 
14. Originality/Creativity (Glr—RF) .55 -- .71 -- -- .64 .59 -- .76 .69 .72 -- .71 .74 .69 .76 
15. Naming Facility (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .41 -- -- .20 -- -- .19 .35 -- 
16. Word Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .77 .54 -- .56 -- -- .57 .40 -- 
17. Figural Fluency (Glr—RF) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .33 -- -- .27 -- -- .31 -- -- 
18. Visualization (Gv) .30 -- .55 -- .43 .46 .44 .62 .51 .37 .63 .52 .53 .55 .45 .47 
19. Speeded Rotation (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
20. Closure Speed (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .66 -- -- .75 -- -- .59 -- -- 
21.Flexibility of Closure (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .45 -- -- .53 -- -- .37 -- -- 
22. Spatial Scanning (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- .56 .50 -- -- .75 -- -- .61 -- -- 
23. Imagery (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .82 -- -- -- -- -- 
24. Visual Memory (Gv) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .29 -- -- .81 -- -- .67 .22 -- 
25. Phonetic Coding (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .61 -- -- -- -- -- -- .48 -- 
26. Memory for Sound Patterns (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .57 -- -- .47 -- -- .43 -- -- 
27. Maintaining/Judging Rhythm (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .46 -- -- -- -- -- 
28. Absolute Pitch (Ga) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .53 -- -- .53 -- -- -- -- -- 
29. Scanning (Gs—PS) .23 -- .26 -- -- .16 .11 .55 .13 .26 .20 .29 .14 .18 .19 .18 
30. Pattern Recognition (Gs—PS) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .50 .47 -- .36 .36 -- .46 .21 -- 
31. Reading Speed (Gs) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
32. Number Facility (Gs) .39 -- .41 -- -- .35 .21 .52 .33 .46 .41 -- .33 .40 .41 .35 
33. Choice Reaction Time (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .40 -- -- -- -- -- 
34. Semantic Processing Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
35. Mental Comparison Speed (Gt) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .32 .07 -- -- .16 -- 
STRUCTURE AND PREDICTIVE POWER OF COGNITIVE ABILITIES 1703 
 
Con’t. 55. 56. 57. 58. 59. 60.  61. 62. 63. 64. 65. 66. 67. 68. 69. 70. 
36. Mathematics Knowledge (Gq) .49 -- .85 -- -- .67 .54 .73 .81 .66 .66 -- .89 .54 .80 .79 
37. Mathematics Achievement (Gq) .51 -- .77 -- -- .63 .49 .74 .73 .64 .63 -- .78 .66 .74 .71 
38. Reading Comprehension (Grw) .71 -- .75 -- -- .68 .49 .81 .83 .87 .67 -- .75 .62 .86 .87 
39. Reading Decoding (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .75 -- -- -- -- -- -- .67 -- 
40. Reading Speed (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .47 -- -- -- -- -- 
41. Native Language Usage (Grw) .61 -- .54 -- -- .46 .27 .87 .56 .67 .42 -- .53 .38 .61 .57 
42. Writing Ability (Grw) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .65 -- -- -- -- -- -- .53 -- 
43. Spelling Ability (Grw) .65 -- .47 -- -- .40 .15 .79 .46 .71 .26 -- .43 .23 .58 .55 
44. General Verbal information (Gc) .69 -- .93 -- -- .79 .71 .65 .89 .90 .76 .53 .84 .83 .89 .94 
45. Language Development (Gc) .57 -- .59 -- -- .46 .31 -- .53 .68 .45 .38 .50 .40 .56 .64 
46. Lexical Knowledge (Gc) .70 -- .88 -- -- .78 .65 .87 .93 .95 .71 .46 .86 .69 .92 .97 
47. Communication Ability (Gc) .65 -- .56 -- -- .48 .29 -- .58 .73 .44 -- .53 .39 .63 .60 
48. Listening Ability (Gc) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .96 -- -- -- -- -- -- .80 -- 
49. Artistic Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .73 -- .74 -- -- .56 .36 -- .69 .85 .50 -- .62 .53 .75 .87 
50. Culinary Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .66 -- .68 -- -- .42 .26 -- .55 .75 .38 -- .49 .41 .61 .80 
51. Literature Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) .67 -- .87 -- -- .71 .51 -- .88 .84 .62 -- .82 .70 .94 1.00 
52. Humanities Knowledge (Gkn—A&H) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.00 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.00 -- 
53. Behavioral Content Knowledge (Gkn) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .65 .81 -- -- .56 .57 .23 -- 
54. Business Knowledge (Gkn) .71 -- .86 -- -- .69 .56 -- .76 .89 .67 -- .72 .71 .85 .90 
55. Conventional Knowledge (Gkn) ….. -- .53 -- -- .45 .27 -- .55 .78 .37 -- .46 .33 .59 .57 
56. Foreign Language Proficiency (Gkn) -- ….. -- .72 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
57. Investigative Knowledge (Gkn) .53 -- ….. -- -- .77 .75 -- .80 .80 .78 -- .85 .86 .85 .92 
58. Occupational Knowledge (Gkn) -- .72 -- ….. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .35 -- -- .44 -- 
59. Occupational Knowledge (Military) (Gkn) -- -- -- -- ….. -- -- -- -- -- .63 -- -- .62 -- -- 
60. Realistic Knowledge (Gkn) .45 -- .77 -- -- ….. .79 -- .86 .65 .78 -- .78 .80 .79 .78 
61. Realistic Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .27 -- .75 -- -- .79 ….. -- .80 .53 .84 -- .70 .89 .60 .66 
62. General Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ….. 1.00 -- .80 -- -- .76 1.00 -- 
63. Life Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) .55 -- .80 -- -- .86 .80 1.00 ….. .83 .82 -- 1.00 .92 .90 .92 
64. Life Sciences Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .78 -- .80 -- -- .65 .53 -- .83 ….. .60 -- .71 .63 .80 .83 
65. Mechanical Knowledge (Gkn—S) .37 -- .78 -- .63 .78 .84 .80 .82 .60 ….. .40 .81 .83 .69 .74 
66. Natural Sciences Knowledge (Gkn—S) -- -- -- .35 -- -- -- -- -- -- .40 ….. -- -- .83 -- 
67. Phys. Science Knowledge (Gkn—S) .46 -- .85 -- -- .78 .70 -- 1.00 .71 .81 -- ….. .96 .87 .87 
68. Phys. Science Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn—S) .33 -- .86 -- .62 .80 .89 .76 .92 .63 .83 -- .96 ….. .77 .85 
69. Social Studies Knowledge (Gkn) .59 -- .85 .44 -- .79 .60 1.00 .90 .80 .69 .83 .87 .77 ….. .98 
70. Social Studies Knowledge (Applied) (Gkn) .57 -- .92 -- -- .78 .66 -- .92 .83 .74 -- .87 .85 .98 ….. 
Note. Table continues on next page. Entries below the diagonal are meta-analytic mean correlations corrected for range restriction and unreliability, and 95% confidence intervals 
for these coefficients. Entries above the diagonal are N and k corresponding to meta-analytic mean correlations. Diagonal is denoted by ellipses. Abbreviations are as follows: Gkn 
= domain-specific knowledge; Gkn—A&H = domain-specific knowledge—arts & humanities; Gkn—S = domain-specific knowledge—science; Gq = quantitative ability; Gc = 
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verbal ability—general comprehension; Grw = verbal ability—reading and writing; Ga = auditory processing; Gf = fluid ability; Glr = long-term storage and retrieval; Glr—LE = 
long-tern storage and retrieval—learning efficiency; Glr—RF = long-term storage and retrieval—retrieval fluency; Gsm = short-term memory; Gt = processing speed; Gt—PS = 
processing speed—perceptual speed; Gt = reaction time and decision speed; Gv = visual processing. Gray coefficients are those with N<2000, or N<500 & k<3. 
 
 
 
 
 
